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PREFACE 
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I ^77 
V. 5 

We have great pleasure in releasing the third 
volume of ‘Shri Raghavendra His Life and 
Works’ for publication. Both the volumes have 
been publisned on the same day by His Holiness 
Shri Shri Sujayeendra Teerth Shripadaugal of 
Shri Raghavendta Swami matha. The function 
was held under the very shodow of the Brindavan 
during the second session of the Sameera Samaya 
Samv ardh inee Sabha on the 4th July 1972. The 
eager readers, we hope would appreciate our 
haste in bringing out the volumes II and III. 

In the third volume we introduce the readers 
to the Magnum opus of Shri Eaghavendra viz 
‘Parimala’a gloss on Nyaya Sudha of Jayatheertha. 
So long only Pandits enjoyed the heavenly effer¬ 
vescence of fragrance emitted by the ever bloom¬ 
ing flower Nyaya Sudha through Parimala, 
the gloss on it. But now we hope to offer only 
a small whiff of that heavy odour through our 
volumes for the enjoyment of our readers* They 
will realise the depth of thought, the subtlety 
of reasoning, the breadth of vision, the pro¬ 
found scholership and generous chivalry shown to 
the opponents in the duel of dialectical debate. To 
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« 

understand Parimala even in this diluted form 
the readers shall have to leave behind the hub 
bub of the world A calm mind and a quiet place 
will make the reading easy and pleasant. 

J 

The work Pariroala being a gloss has no 
continuity as it only conforms to tlie needs of elu¬ 
cidation of knotty points here and there. So 
we availed ourselves of the thread of continuity 
of the original work, wreathing the gems of 
thought culled from Parimala into a garland. 
How far we have been successful is left to be 
judged by the readers, ^^’e are quite aware of 
our own limitations but we assure the readers 
that we have spared no pains in making the 
compositon as easy and readable as possible. Of 
course such works expect some back ground of 
literary and cultural discipline from the readers. 
We hope to publish, God willing, the next two 
Volumes IV and V as early as possible. 


Mantralayam 

4th July 1972 


G. B. JOSHI 
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PART II 

(continued) 

SHRI RAGHAVENDRA’S WORKS 

PARIMALA 

A <5UO»B ON NYAY'ASUDHA OF JAVA THERTHA 

(Volume III) 

A I^OTE ON PARIMALA 

Parimala is heayy fragrance invading the 
nose in profusion and leaving it in delightful 
pleasure. It is the organised effort of a flower 
to spit forth into air particles of sweet smell 
vjthout any idea of serving some purpose. It 
only fulfills its natural urge to express itself, 
Raghavendra called his learned commentary on 
.•.r'jayateertha’s Nyayasudha, ‘Parimala’, Nyayat 
»^dha in its turn is a scholarly exposition of 
.^l^dhva’s Anuvyakhyana devoted to elucidate 
'^^arayana’s Brahmasutras. Ultimately all these 
•t^orks are devoted to the study of Brahma sutras 
diiiectly or indirectly. 

dChus Parimala, a gloss on Jayateertha’s 
Nyayasudha isdndirectly a study of Brahmasutras, 
a metaphysical treatise discussing the nature of 
ultimate truth or Reality of this universe. Pari- 
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mala does the work of a coihmentary; it difines 
terms, explains difficulties, clears douhts, corrects 
misunderstandings, fills up the gaps, elucidates 
at large, pithy statements, summarises lengthy 
elaborations, exposes involved truths, so on and 
so forth. More than this, Raghavendra has 
certain convictions— logical certainties, intuitive 
truths, religious experiences which loom large on 
his mental horizon and urge expression. As the 
flower emits fragrance, his fully bloomed heart 
sends forth these sweet truths on account of his 
native urge and not with the idea of edification. 
This unconscious art has risen to the eminence 
of original work and affords the pleasure of truth 
and beauty to all senses. It is beautiful to the 
eye, sweet to nose, palatable to the tongue 
musical to the ear and pleasant to the touch— 
all ending in essential bliss to tho Soul. So the 
name Parimala to this gloss is more than justified, 
Tor it is fully significant. * 

Such commentary literature usually begir^: 
with verses whose apparent purpose is to inypke 
blessings from all those that are superior to the 
author—both human and Superhuman./ These 
verses seem to have no spark of real poetry. They 
are mere versifications.no doubt. Even in the 
midst of this dry dreary desert we sometimes . 
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l^d poetic flashes. But we must remember that 
these writers have showa themselves capable of 
writing not only scholastic poetry, but lyrical 
poetry scintillating with devotional sparks. 

These versifications are not without justi- 
ficaition. Each word is packed to the full with 
significance and purpose which when brought to 
light rises to the height of poetry.! The intellectual 
display, critical analysis, justification of each 
word by showiilg the fulfilment of purpose, the 
mass of meaning that bursts out from the oompact 
Words and phrases, all standing in a divine glow 
of a wonderful statement, more than compensate 
for the lack of poetical spark. It is poetry in 
the garb of prose. Throw it away as prosaic 
verbose and it explodes into a display of rich 
colours of meaning covered with the smoke of 
mystery. Hence the commentators always labour 
hard to expose the meaning and significance of 
each word. 



CHAPTER 1 


‘‘A bow to the' Lord of Shri, who has a form 
noble with perfect anddnmamerable attributes; 
who has holy fame and whose form has gmn 
the devotee his native blissl' A bow^ to Btahanan 
(Paramatman)who has an eternally charming form 
noble with perfect and innumberable attributes^ 
and whose fame is sung by { the four faced ) 
Brahma, Garuda and others. I take resort to the. 
third incar nation of Vayu under whose control is 
found ahvays, the whole of the universe compri¬ 
sing Shankara and others. May the sage Jaya- 
ieertha, like the sun, help me with the enlighten¬ 
ment of Reality, with his rays which are the 
friends of the lotuses in the form of the good and 
diispel the darkness of the universe. May Vyasa- 
teerth the best of the sages, contribute to the 
richness of my knowledge as he is an authority 
ill Grammar, Meemansa, and Brahma Tarka and 
is the sun to dispel the darkness of bad systems 
of Philosophy. Let me elucidate the work of 
Nyayasudha, as much as I can, falling at the 
lotus like feet of my (direct) teacher or Guru,’’ 

Now Raghavendra begins his glittering gloss 
to Nyayasudha which begins with a benedictory 
verse comprising salutations to the same supreme 
deity, supplying reasons for salutation. These 
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reasons are that the deity, has a unique speciality 
is a favourite choice and has the 

privilege, of close association with the subject 
matter {3Tr*lir?rc^). In elucidation of the first verse 
of Madhva (Anuvyakhyana) Jayateerth at the 
beginning of his work, salutes the deit}?" endow^ed 
with speciality, affOction and privileged authority. 
In the original Shri, Madhva says that Narayana 
is Superior to Shri, Brahman and all in generah 
Here Jayateerth tells us in his benedictory verse 
that Narayana is particularly the Lord of Lakshmi 
or Shri, as thereby he gets another purpose served. 
At the beginning of a book it is essential that 
Lakshmi^ being the presiding deity over speech 
and mind, must be honoured with a salutation. So 
here Narayana is said to be “the lord of Shri”. 
But she does not deserve an independent treat¬ 
ment. She accepts worship only as the wife of 
Narayana. Hence she is mentioned not in a 
compound but in a dissolved phrase. Narayana 
has been qualified in the verse of salutation of 
kladhva by two adjectives ‘having a body of 
merliy innumerable and unlimited attributes’’ 
and -free from blemishes’. In. order to show that 
one is to be construed as the reason for the other, 
Jayateerth uses the adjective’ ‘One who dispels 
the’whole of the wretelied daifkness by means of 
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the lustre of jewels in the form of eternal and 
innumerable attributes’. It is said ‘Being eternally 
endowed with unlimited attributes, He is immune 
from the taint of any and every kind of blemish’. 
Therefore you cannot dream of blemishes like 
dependence and ignoranee in Narayana when he 
is endowed with attributes like ‘perfectly inde¬ 
pendent, fully omniscient, omnipotent in all 
respects, and rich with unlimited wealth.’ Thus 
showing fullness of attributes as the reason for 
absence of blemishes he explains the word ‘Brahma’ 
in the Sutra as not only ‘one full of attributes’ 
but also as ‘devoid of blemishes’. This also 
suggests that the words ‘Narayana and Brahma 
are synonyms and there can be no objection that 
while in Brahmatantra Narayana is saluted 
inconsistently with the original ( which salutes 
Brahma ). 

. Baghavendra Offers another interpreS^ticn. 
In daily experience we see the invariable cifmcomi- 
tance of merits and defects. Therefore if Nalayana 
possesses merits he must be also tainted with 
defects. But further investigation reveals to us 
that where there are limited number of merits, 
we find defects. Here we find unlimited number 
of merits and hence th«re is no scope for defects 
in Narayana. Just to suggest this explanation 



7 


it is said that there are ‘imiumerable attributes’ 
in Narayana. 

It is said that iiSfarayana’s body is made up 
of ImoAvledge and bliss. If so, knowledge is 
produced and perishes; and Narayana’s body 
accordingly is perishable. To remove this doubt 
it is said that His attributes are ‘eternal’. This 
suggests that the word ‘always’ should be 
construed with also. The word ‘blemish’ in 
‘blemishlessness’ in the originalhas the connotation 
of ‘all blemishes’. Hence Jayateerth explains It 
in his verse ‘all blemishes’. In the original Shri. 
Madhva says that Narayana'is “One who causes 
creation and other Operations to this”; ‘This’ 
includes all that is known to us. But ‘this’ does 
not include God. To indicate this Jayateerth iii 
his verse says that “Narayana’s form has the 
nature of causing creation to the world”. 

Jayateerth uses the word in 
^^^T^^r^rgy.Ilaghavendra explains it grammatically 
as its etymological derivation seems to be doubt¬ 
ful. means of lerr or protection, or 

sustenance. There is usage also of which is 
derived from the Avord F?«rr with the termination 
is then changed to w which with 
is changed Still in Vamanavritti, the w'ords 

n’t? and are not included in the group of 
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and others ■which alone will have . So the 
word with as suffix in this instance is 

worngly used. In spite of this objection, we find 

used in the twelfth chapter of Naishadhft and 
while elucidating it the word is derived from F??!!?: 
and which is joined to wisr by the force of 

the coordinate conjunction ‘and’. Now Rfstt is 
found mentioned with es and others and hence 
is justified after This shows clearly 

how deep Eaghaveiidra has studied Grammar and 
Literature. He also mentionsialternative derivation 
of the word involving the application of 

other rules of Grammar. That ‘He is the cause 
of creation and others’ in the verse of Jayateertha 
requires explanation. ‘Creation and others’ means 
naturally the eight fold activity of God Vishnu in 
cosmic creation like sustenance, destruction, 
control, cognition, ignorance, bondage and 
deliverance. But as this activity of the creator 
refers to all except God, only three activities of 
creation, sustenance, and destruction are meant> 
as is explained in Viyacladhikarana. Because 
others are not applicable to all. ‘Control’ also is 
implied in the three. 

God is engaged in the activity of cosmic 
creation. Has He any motive in this creative 
activity ? He cannot have fallen into this huge 
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undertaking wHliout selfish liaotive. No sensible 
man engages hirtiself in any activity without any 
interest in it. If on the other hand it is admitted 
that some unfulfilled purpose has actuated Him 
into this activity, then He cannot be characterised, 
as perfect having innumerable and unlimited 
attributes. When thus cornered Jayateertha 
escapes by saying'that it is the habit of God to 
create and habit requires no settled purpose for 
its indulgence. This is- explained in greater detail 
in the chapter on “purposeless aetivity’^ Hence 
it is suggested that He constantly goes on creating 
.and doing other < things, by construing or 
eonstautly with creating and doing other things. 


God possesses a body in the form of essential 
attributes proving its .conformity with, not only 
attributes like knowledge and bliss, but its 
consistency with His activities like creating and 
destroying. Hence Jayateertha says that “God 
possesses a body habituated to create, to sustain 
and to destroy.’ If not we also are liable to be 
acGused of irreleveney as we accuse Pashupatas 
of the same for calling a bodiless Pashupati as 
the creator of the world. For God without body 
cannot bring himself as: creator into relationship 
with the world; as creation. 
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God is said to be the main purport of good 
books or sentences which comprise revealed vedas 
and written works following them. Hari is the 
constant object of his love. This Hari is specially 
liked by him as He is characterised by eternal 
and essential attributes and not tainted by defects 
(fwf^6E5«r). He is an authorised deity (arRj^fR^r) as 
He is the purport of all revealed works. He is 
his favourite because He is Hari, meaning 

that he wards off all evils. 

Here Hari is shown to be one with Narayana. 
Hence when Vyasa is said to be the incarnation 
of Hari, he is also the incarnation of Narayana. 
To show that Veda is the only evidence to prove 
the justification of the three adjectives [ (1) having 
the body of innumerable and unlimited essential 
attributes (2) blameless and (3) the best aim to 
be achieved] of Hari, Jayateertha mentions “The 
import of all revealed and written works” at the 
end. Eaghavendra intersperses his commentary 
with interesting references to derivations, explana¬ 
tions, definitions and usages. Sometimes knotty 
problems in grammar are taken out and explained. 
There is a rule in forming a compound of many 
words. A word of a few syllables is used first 
and then words of more syllableB. But this 
rule is mostly used only in its breach, Tor we find 
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’TTfq^r ?cT?T?T> : Here a word of more 

syllables is used first and then of less syllables 
is used after that in the compound. In its place 
another rule prevails and that is ‘the important’ 
is given preference to. Hence the word aTT*frr>T is 
used first in the compound 

This is the type of commentary we get -in 
Parimala, Elucidation of one verse extends to 
many pages which open a vista of meaning both 
expressed and suggested and build a magnifioient 
mansion of rich thoughts and noble feelings. Just 
t-o illustrate what was said in the introduction 
about Parimala we went in detail through the 
exposition of the first verse of Sudha, in Parimala. 
Now we select and abridge from Parimala in order 
to adjust ourselves Itp the limitations of our 
volume. , , 

In due course Jayateertha prays Anandateerth 
to grant him his desired object, which is the 
discerning: of reality. This discerning should be 
determinate in character, with tested validity and 
untouched by doubts and unsullied by perverted 
notions. Anaiiidateerth is prayed to; be the most 
valuable instrument of knowledge. But it is very 
difficult to cpnceiye. Anandateerth to be the 
instrument as he is ncfl a direct instrument of 
knowledge like senses ©r .jnind. - Yet he is the 
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main spring of knowledge, by galvaniiiing - tbe 
mind which plays an important part in producing 
knowledge. 

Anandateerth is said to be an unsullied 
instrument of knowledge or Shudlia Pramana. 
He has got all the common qualities with the 
logical instrument of knowledge. An incontrover¬ 
tible instrument of knowledge invariably brings 
about valid knowledge of reality. This invariable 
concomitance between these two is positive and 
negative. Here Tattvajnana is Sadhya, a thing to 
be proved while Pramana is Hetu or reason. This 
Hetu when it is invariably associated with Sadhya 
in its negative and positive form that is a Hetu is 
invariably found with Sadhya and the absence of 
Sadhya is associated with the absence of Hetu. 
Such a Hetu has five forms (1) Presence in the 
or recepticle (2) Presence in similar instances 
(3) Absence in dissimilar instances, (4) the topic 
should not have been proved otherwise; by another 
evidence (5) The contrary of Sadhya should not 
have been proved by another reason. These aipa 
the syllogistic prerequisites which the Hetu mu^t 
have before - giving us a good judgement. Now 
Anandateerth has all these qualities of a good 
Hetu in him not literally but figuratively through 
pun-or play on the word. Eaghavendra explains 
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in what meaning the attributes of a sadhetu are 
justified in Anandateerth. 

He exists in his Paksha or fold of devotees. 
Paksha is a place in which Sadhya is to be proved 
to exist. The devotees labour under a doubt 
whether ‘the knowledge that Vishnu is Supreme 
is valid, or identity is true, is valid knowledge; 
they enjoy the pleasure of valid knowledge that 
Vishnu is Supreme. Hence they desire to prove 
the existance of Sadhya and they are Paksha. 
Ananda Teerth immei'ses his whole fold in the 
, greatness of his magnificient personality. So 
Sf^lhya is found in the whole of Paksha, 

A reason that is positively and negatively 
concomitant with Sadhya in the whole of Pakshay 
that is found in all positive instances and is 
not found in negative instances and invariably 
concomitant with Sadhya or thing to be proved- 
is a good reason. Similar instances are Hari in 
whom reality is proved beyond doubt; and Ananda¬ 
teerth has a liinited knowledge of Hari. Por 
Anandateerth a’s knowledge grasps all things 
accompanied with deliberate consideration except 
in the case of Hari. Anandateerth is not engaged' 
in serving the unfit or uheltgible peqple. So he 
refrains from advising the impious and devilish 
people. Anandateerth is free from attachment 
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to proHbited things. Or he is free from clcitusioa. 
Aiiandateerth belongs to Ruju yogi class, who are 
well known for having AT'alid knowledge which 
apprehends things as they are. There is none to 
dispute his sound arguments. 

Madhva is as good a* an infaliable argument, 
satisfying all the pre-requisites of syllogistic 
reasoning, and leading us all to valid knowledge 
quite determinate in character as it apprehends 
Vishnu as the, supreme reality. 

The verse though made up of dry technical 
terms is made to yield a sense, super-sensible in 
nature, noble in conception, in expression alone 
it is stern and stiff. But it has raised a magni- 
ficient mansion of metaphysical meaning placing 
before us the mystical significance of Madhv’s 
role. 

Kaghavendra often discusses the meaning of 
the words and then he refers to different authori¬ 
ties on word-meaning. Mainly they are Koshas 
and they are many in number. While discussing 
the meaning and derivation of he explains' 

it as and quotes Sliabdaratha- 

kara - In this context' he 

says is a rare reading of Amarakosha 

which is clearly an interpolation as it is hot found 
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in many copies of Amarakosha and it is not 
explained in the commentaries of the same. ‘My 
mind beha ves like a bee in the lotus of Anuvya- 
khyana’. He then gives the simple meaning 
removing the metaphorical meaning “My mind is 
often eager to elucidate the meaning of Anuvya- 
khyana”. 

Jayateerth in a very serious tone denies any 
qualification in him to authorise him to write the 
commentary on such a profound work as Anuvya’ 
khyana. It is only the gracious blessing of his 
Guru that might make him bold to bear such a 
heavy responsibility. Thus the only strength on 
which he stands is the unfailing favour of his 
Guru. Hence he is accepted by all. This suggests 
that the voluminous commentary that he has 
written is already involved in the original. This 
only shows Jayateertha’s modesty. Really 
speaking, he has all the qualifications necessary 
as he has gained, access to the ocean of words, 
skill in interpreting the meaning of the vedas, 
and proficiency in logical reasoning through the 
grace of his master; These qualifications are many 
and hence the plural number is used. 

Raghavendra construes the verse m a difierent 
manner. Access to tha vocabulary and others 
are objects of negation. Blessed with the favour 



of the master is the reason for being accepted as 
authority. The construction is ‘We are an accepted 
authority^ So ‘We’ has no adjectives to qualify. 
Unqualified ‘We’ is not an accepted authority. 
Hence there is no negation of the qualified ‘We’. 
Here the person is single and yet plural is used. 

Raghavendra finds himself hemmed in by 
limitations though there is much to be said about 
these verses. For in Sudha every sentence, why! 
every word is packed with rich meaning. Still in 
order to achieve brevity we stop indulging in 
prolixity. 

Jayateertha now gives an introduction to the 
composition of Brahma Sutras. They were 
composed to investigate the nature of the highest 
reality. Yet they rema.ined incompetent in 
achieving their object as they were interpreted 
by commentaries which confounded the issues and 
created confusion rather than elucidated the 
Sutras. Hence their composition was futile as 
they were not able to clear doubts and delusion 
of the pious aspirants. So Madhva wrote, a 
commentary to reveal the meaning of the Sutras 
in the spirit of the author of the Sutras. 

Now Shri, Madhva before begining his work 
offers salutations to God Narayana, in the form 
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of a verse to acquaint the readers with his intention 
and not to ward off evils; for he is above them. 
Besides his prayers are running concurrently with 
his breathing. Shri, Madhva does tliis Mangala 
in the form of supplicatory salutations to direct 
his disciples in this course of discipline which is 
inferred as having been ordained in the Shruties 
from the tradition of Vyasa and Maim who are 
accepted as authorities in this matter. 

Shri Madhva uses in the salutator}^ verse a 
verb (?rffmr*T) without a subject for it. In order 
to remove this defect one should not in haste 
suggest that the wmrd w being changed to the 
nominative case would supply sri the subject. Eor 
a student of grammar knows the Sutra 
and when arw? is expressly used or not first person 
is used in order to suggest that meaning. So first 
person is invariably associated witJi or I. 

Hence I is the subject for 

The j^djectiyes used in the verse have no 
other purpose than panegyric. And these laudatory 
adjectives would please the Lord to the highest 
extent. 

Madhva uses the word in 
Now is used in numerical meaning and qualifies 

In the compound it is used in the nominative 
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case and then; it is placed first in the compound 
and thus conflicts Avith PtRstw. This doubt is 
cleared by noting that is not used numeiically 
but is used in the meaning of : 

Raghavendra quotes authoritative statements to 
prove its usage in that senses Amara while 
mentioning the meanings of and 

uses the word in which is used in the 

sense of In the same manner ' in Jpis^rsr^fRr 

Mamin ata uses also in the meaning of 

%^5r. Thus you find has no in this 

meaning. Only while showing number, according 
to the Sutra has or it is used 

in the beginning of the compound. Then the 
whole compound means one having 

for his body only, innumerable and unlimited 
attributes; and not a physical body. We can 
have an idea hoiv Raghavendra’s gloss is not 
only elaborate but scholarly and deep ! 

Hari gives birth and death to the world* 
Birth, sustenance, death are moving in a ciicle 
and it is very difficult to settle which is first^I^ust 
as it is difficult to fix where the whirlpool in the 
river begins, so in why begin with 3r?»T or 

birth ? It is because only those that are born, 
sustain and die. Hence Birth or spir is mentioned 
first. 
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is the group lof eight which happe^ to 
the world. These -are birth, sustenance, death 
and control; knowledge, ignorance bondage and 
release. All these are not found to happen to all 
things in the world. The Lord Hari brings about 
birth, sustenance, death and control of all things 
sentient and insentient. Only the sentient beings 
get knowledge, ignorance, bondage and release 
from God. Hence God is the doer of these eight, 
Moksha is given to the pious only and not to all. 
So God doles out these eight to all as applicable 
to each one of them. 

' Shri Madhva While saluting Narayan mentions 
as one of His attributes, one who 

give A birth and other things to this (world). Here 
Raghavendra discusses a question of grammer. 
Eor he is a great grammarian. Here in to this 
iword’the genative is used; while Panini enjoins 
the use of dative in the sense of ?rsr?i^) 

which means giving aWay in great respect, a 
.certain thing /willingly disclaiming his ownership 
in favour of others. 

:But in ‘mere parting with’ dative is not 
used; For instance s^ifcT, He gives his 

(Clothes to a washerman. Here there is no question 
;of disclaiming one’s ownership. Hence the 
genatiye is, used: So in there; is no 
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or disclaiming of one’s Ownership. Here 
genative is used by the‘Sutra sho’wing mere 

relationship v^dthont any specific implication, of 
We stop the discussion here fearing boredom 
though it is prolonged in the original. 

While explaining Jayateertha.adds 

a (jnalification to arfir and that is God 

gives birth to all except to Himself. For God being 
eternal has neither birth nor death. So He is 
excluded. Now the objection is why exclude God 
alone. For there are certain eternal catagories 
like Primordial matter, soul, Time, Vedas, and 
others wlxich are everlasting, being free from 
birth and death. So these also must be excluded 
from the clutches of birth and death. 

Jayateerth replies this querry. Creation or 
birth is different with different things. The eternal 
things that are mentioned above have a birth in 
the form of subjecting them to dependence, 
(Trisft?T which will ai^ply to all except God, 

Now in-sentient Prikriti undergoes modification. 
Lakshmi who presides over Prikriti ‘Cherishes 
desire to create’ (f%q«T), unchangeable Akasha 
(ether) gets contact with concrete things 
Souls like Matarishva and others get bodies 
Subtle senses get into collective concretion 



Creation comprises aU these diiferent 
Idnds of changes. Jfow Sustenance or is 
explained in the case of souls as by giving food 
while in the case of others, it is association with 
future time. In the same manner merging or titr 
is explained in the case of insentient productions 
as physical destruction, in the ease of souls bodily 
destruction, aird Lakshmhgets close vicinity and , 
so on and so forth. All this is m Viyadadhikarna. 

Even small words are held significant and 
they lend charm to the whole statement in which 
they are used. For instance, the word stPt is a 
conjunctive indeclinable and joins together many 
words of similar grammatical status. There is 
another meaning of srfcr which is ‘in all respects 
or fully, comprehensively’ ( arfirsqacft) arfen: 

‘excellently propounded by sentences 
of valid verity comprehensively’. Kow aifcr gives us 
the meaning that those sentences clo not propound 
Narayana along with others; bnt treat Him 
exclusively in their best moaning, in all their 
meaning(JTm54i? srPn?). Some even go to the length 
of skying that arr*? suggests that the sentences 
exp'Qpnd Him oven, by their words, letters and 
accents. 

Moreover this arPr in the second sense of 
comprehensiveness averts the futility of its use. 



For the Vedas no doulbt do not expound in all 
their statements; yet besides Narayana they also 
treat Vayu or Prana in the whole of the Veda,: as 
stated in the Bhashya of Aitareya Upanishad. 
Hence the exclusive privilege of being treated 
the whole of the Vedas is also shared by Prana’. 
Then srfq- would have been futile. But fortunately 
Vayu is treated in all the vedas except in Vishnu 
Sukta, Purusha Sukta and Lakshmi Sukta. But 
Narayana has no such exceptions. Hence Nara¬ 
yana alone is exclusively propounded by all the 
Vedas, while others are propounded as subordinate 
to Him. 

Eaghavendra supplies sources for the state¬ 
ments made by Jayateerth proving their authenti¬ 
city. Jayateerthe, States that it is very difficult 
to conceive whether God Narayana has any body. 
For -with body He is subject to many sufferings; 
and without body He cannot claim knowledge. 

For this statement is derived from the Sutras 
like in Patyu Adhikarana fully, ; 

The second alternative is treated in v 

w^hile rebutting thisdillema Jayateertha says that 
God has a body of essential attributes like 
knowledge, bliss and others. This is based on the j 
.Sutras and p i - j 
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At this stage an ohjeetion is raised that 
salutations to Narayana at the beginning of the 
commentary on Brahmasutras cannot be justified. 
For at the beginning of a book devoted to the 
treatment of Brahma, Brahma should be paid a 
homage and not Narayana. This objection is 
proved to be baselesa: for both Narayana , and 
Brahma are not only the : same in identity but 
the same in significance. For both mean, as they 
will be shown later on, the same thing viz. ‘Full 
of essential and auspicious attributes’. : 

Raghavendra approaches Sudha of Jaya- 
teertha as an humble student and wherever he 
finds difficulty in construing, he elucidates it. For 
instance the use of a pronoun creates confusion 
when its noun cannot be easily traced. In Sudha 
Jayateertha uses the pronoun and the noun, 
in the place of which this pronoun (er^) is used, is 
to be found in the previous sentence. So Ragha¬ 
vendra explains it as ?rr'n*riT?i55T«f and as 
which does not at all occur in the previous 
sentences. 

i Raghavendrads an adept in the art of teaching 
also; and he has inherited that art from his 
pontifical ancestors. It is through creating 
Veufiosity that one should conduct lessons of 
instruction. A new subject to be taught success- 
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fully must be introduced first in brief otitline 
which will create curiosity for greater details. 
That is why Madhva sahites first Narayana. For 
‘Narayana’ introduces the whole of Shastra or 
holy discipline in brief, in the salutation—verse. 
Thus knowing the subject matter in outline in the 
first verse, the reader is curious to knowithe whole 
of the Shastra in detail which is further developed 
attracting the attention of the student. 
and not ftrarTg: means ‘desirous to know 

the detailed propagation of the subject. 

Jayateerth in Sudha nicely expounds how the 
whole of the Shastra is introduced in a nutshell 
in the salutation-r-verse. The adjectives that 
qualify Narayana bring with them the pith of 
Shastra. Narayana is said to be ‘fit for salutation 
(«5:r^?r) always’. This is the meaning of the first 
Sutra. For f^r^rrm or meditation is the inclination 
of the mind to admire or to worship or Not 
the soul but the supreme spirit or Brahma is to 
be worshipped. That is expatiated upon in “one 
having the body of innumerable and unlimited 
attributes” which is the meaning of Brahma as 
shown in the second sutra. The third sutra 
adduces Shastra as evidence in this matter viz, 
Brahma is full of attributes on the strength of 
its being the creator, sustainer and destroyer of 
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this world. For thisvin the second sntra, we get 
the difinition of ^Brahma. ^ Thus we see that the 
third Sintra is put between the fiist and the second. 
For thus the cohstruction becomes easy. But in 
Sannyaya Ratnavali and Nayachandrika a diiFe- 
fent interpretation is given of the four adjectives 
qualifying Narayana. These four adjectives 
epitomise in order the four Adhyayas of Brahma 
sutras. . ; 

The remaining of the Adhyaya is an illustration 
of this truth. All this is. summarised in the 
adjective ‘Who is predomdnently propo¬ 

unded by all the Shastras’.-' The doubts that 
arise irv the Statements made in the first Adhyaya 
are cdeared in the second Adhyaya. That'we find 
succinctly expressed by ‘one having no 

defects’. In’ order to show that even this defect> 
lessness is warranted, by Shastras the meaning of 
the third Sutra is introduced before the meaning 
: of the second Sutra. 

Now how to get immediate intuitive vision 
of that Brahma ? We roust get acquainted with 
the Shastras in ah attitude of detachment and 
devotion; This is the subject matter of the third 
Adhyaya and this is implied by fsr*Tffif and an'WU 
{most dearand chiefly propounded). ‘Raghavendra 
explains why Jayateerth puts these two together. 
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For one who is most dear is prominently propo¬ 
unded; or one who is most dear means one who is 
chiefly propounded; or ‘one who is predominently 
propounded’ is to he reread with ‘One who is 
most dear’. If the alternative of re-reading 
(arfr^%) is to be accepted, then the relationship 
between the two is the causal. Because it is most 
dear it is chiefly to be known. For predominently 
propounded thing becomes dear to us and we 
entertain a desire to acquire it. Mental acquisition 
is nothing but knowing a thing. No doubt the 
object which is most dear to us evokes a feeling 
of devotion and hence touches the topic of 
or devotion. But it is beyond our imagination 
to think that suggests 

renuncia tion or For it only means ‘dear 

and fit to be acquired from all points of view’. 
Raghavendre explains this construction gramma¬ 
tically, has a termination aw of the 

ablativ case. After this ablative a gerund 
is understood. We must supply that gerund and 
change the ease of Abltive to accusative (^w)* 
So the construction is “It must be acquired or 
known, leaving or setting aside all pleasures of 
life” which amounts to renouncing all pleasures 
of life. This is which is the topic of the 
, third Adhyaya. (www 
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This eannot) a special privilege of Shri 
Madhva, as all qualified aspirants are eligible to 
get god-vision. Then why should Madhva arro¬ 
gate to himself alone this attibute? (jtjt and 

Haghavendra makes this clear'on the strength 
of a Sutra indll Adhyayai‘?«i?mfT?TTq’ in which it 
is made clear that'among those who meditate 
Mukhya Prana is one who has reached the highest 
Standard. Now Shi Madhva, being the incarnation 
of Mukhj^a Prana, has the highest eligibility for 
meditation. 

In the fourth we know what boon God grants 
to those with whom he is pleased. That is also 
suggested by the attribute { ariciifjjr ) fit to be 
obtained. 

In poetry expression is tinged with imagination 
and emotion, rich in suggestion, deep and solemn 
in thought and inspiring the souls and transporting 
them to the joys of heaven, hence more affective 
than cognitive. But in philosophy the aim is 
different. It is clearness, and perspicuity in 
thought unaffected by sentiments and hence 
perspicuity is the ..quality we seek in expression 
used in philosophy., : So usage is deliberate and 
carefully considered. 

Hence Shri Madhva makes a statement that 
H begin my commtotary’^ Beally his commentary 



begins from which is one of the coming 

Werses. H'enee he ought to have said (I shall begin 
my eommentary”and not ‘I begin my commentary’ 
as done now. 

Besides the present tense is used to show 
time that is present before it ends. Hence it 
cannot show future tense. To this objection the 
reply is that the present tense is used to show the 
time that is very near the present. Or another 
reason is adduced for the use of the present. 
Briefly the commentary has already begun so that 
knowing the subject matter in outline the reader 
would be able to understand its exposition at 
large. 

Shri. Madhva now salutes the same god 
Harayana in the form^ of Vyasa,- as his Guru. He 
explains how Karayana is his Guru. Vyasa has 
interpreted to Madhva all composed and revealed 
works (). Narayana is Guru directly 
and not through Brahma and others as in the 
Case of common people in the world. 

Butin the world often we do not ,see the 
same man saluted differently for different purposes. 
A father is riot saluted by the son twice, once as 
father and once as master. 

The objection is explained away by an instance 
in the fitual of the sacrifice. Bo in Narayana two 



causes like godhood and teacherhood are merged 
in one, for separate salutations. Yet saliitation 
for His greater satisfaction should ^be done separa¬ 
tely in order to show His greatness. Then it 
Avould have been better .had the second salutation 
been done independently in the mind, Even this 
objection is set aside by stating that the second 
salutation is done openly in the book itself to 
guide the disciples in such matters, even in future 
;time. The disciples have their divinity and 
preceptorhood different and mot merged in one as 
in the case of Madhva. Hence they must. ,be 
guided in salutation. 

, It is one of the main .functions to,be done,by 
the gloss that whefever the vAoutiab > of the laug- 
uage hides the syllogistic reasoning, the prenuses 
and conclusions are presented in strict logical 
form casting away other encumbrances to .make 
Ihe argument lucid for refutatiou or propogation. 

vHaghavendraiiiii this context puts fhe ,argu* 
ment in the. form of Indiaaisyllogism of five limbs. 
The Brahma Sutras beginning with 
is not fit to be cpmmeinteid npon. 

For “that aphorism is, not composed with the 
intention of imparting seme meaning. 

Like the combinatioillof without 

any meaning. 



\, That whichi -is' fit for comment is always 
iiatended' to convey ^ Sdme imeaning. 

' ¥ou cannot say that aphorisms are intended 
to- convey some meaning. For we infer that;—r 

the booh' under 'disCnssioih is not intended to 
convey meaning:” 

'For there are ho evidences to prove the 
intention. If it' is disputed that ‘No’evidence’ 
cahhot be proved then"it is' "ahalysed ’into three 
aiternatives; (1) evidehoe of composition (2) Of 
meaningful composition:' {3)' Of Valid and meaning¬ 
ful composition. ' 

Evidence of mere composition does hot prove 
its intention to convey meaning. It must he 
meaningfurcoihpOsitioh.’ Eveii then there are some 
mystic and symbolic ihoanitatiohs meant to 
neutralise the evileffect of serpent poison. They 
need not be eOmmehted upoh. ' ' 

• ■ They must be iheariingful and hehce accepted 
•by the wise as useful. ' Theh'OnlV they are fit jfor 
interpretation and explanation;; Even then there 
must be sound reasomfor its'eluoidatioh leaving 
other valid and meamngfui'^compositions;' ' 

All these objeotions'''are'set aside'b;^ one 
statement that > the 'Brahma ' Sutras are called 
^-Paravidya’ in the WpaUiskadsi ‘Itis said that there 
are two means of knowledge. One is'; lower and 
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tHat consists of the four Vedas and its dependent 
sciences which help their interpretation like 
Shiksha, Kalpa and others. Then the second 
means or Vidya is higher or Para, which is Bramha 
Shastra. Hence ShrL: Madhva chose it for his 
commentation, as these aphorisms are composed 
by no less an authority than' Vedavyasa himself. 
Hence Brahma Sutras are called Para Or the best 
and most authorised source of Brahmajnana. 
Hence it' is called Brahmatantra as it gives a 
Correct conception ^ Of Brahma or the highest 
reahty. 

Casually Jayateerth states that other inter¬ 
pretations of Para Vidya and Apara Vidya are 
not warranted by rOcognised evidences. An 
objection is raised against the interpretation of 
Paravidya as the best Shastra. Por Vidya from 
its'derivation means a source of know^ledge of the 
Vedas through the attempt of the disciple. ' But 
Shastra from its derivation means an aid used by 
the preceptor in his attempt to teach the Vedas. 
Thus we see that one is the' aid to the attempt of 
the disciple while the ; other is the aid to the 
attempt of the preceptor. So one cannot be the 
interpretation of the other. 

But the reply is that Shri Madhva interpreted 
Vidya as Shastra dis-regarding the difference due 




to the attempts of the disciple and ■preceptor, and 
taking only the common factor ;Of “the aid to the 
teaching of the; Vedas”. 

But this ■interpretation that Paravidya, or 
Brahmatantra clashes against the commentary 
on Atharvana Upanishad in which Vedas like Ric 
and otheirsi are ;Called: Paravidya and not the 
Brahma Sutras; while here they are called Apara- 


This conflict is reconciled. by allowing the 
Vedas also the name of iParavidya when they 
connote by derivation the meaning of Vishnu. 
"When they ;do not i do so they are Aparavidya. 
The reconciliation is; restricted ^to; those portions 
!pf the Vedas which a.ie calledAlantras and Brah- 
manas. Por primarily they denote sacrificial acts 
-and deities, while by : derivation they connote 
Vishnu. But Upanishads primarily and deriva¬ 
tively mean Vishnu alone. When they mean 
Vishnu there need ,be no such distincfion. vPor 
Brahma Sutras dependnn. the whole of the Vedas 
to arrive at correct: conception pf Brahma. 

Now look to the unquestionable reliability of 
■the ■Brahma Sutras and their sound validity; as the 
guarantors of knowledge of Brahma. Vedav 3 '^^asa 
is a well-disposed , and «ompeteht teacher to the 
earnest hearers, Brahma, Rudra and others 
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discoursing on a congenial occasion, with the 
intention of benefitting the hearers with the 
nature of Brahman, Hence it has got all the good 
qualities of an authoritative work. 

Besides Vedavyasa is said to be the master 
of the wmld teachers like Brahma and Rudra. 
So his deep knowledge of Vedanta can be inferred, 
^nd he being the author of the Magnum Opus in 
Vedanta ( Brahma Sutras ) his omniscience and 
sound condition of senses can be accepted. In 
■the same manner Brahma, Rudra and others are 
•fit/disciples being posted as the teachers of the 
world. And their very names convey to us that 
"they are dearest favourites of Bord Hari. 

In the Shastras composed by Budha who is 
said to be Hari himself and in many others these 
^reasons i'or undisputed reliability might be found 
singly; but collectively they are not found. Hence 
ithey are not accepted as authoritative works. 

But the works of Budha are endowed with 
all these I'easoris collectively and yet they are not 
considered as authoritative works foi- an asjiirant; 
For, as described in the 32nd. Cliaj^ter of Maha- 
bharat Tatparya Hiruaya though the works of 
Budha are even addressed to the gods like }:>rahma 
and Rudra, yet they are not taught there with 
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the intention of paving the path to Miikti or 
Salvation. But what is written in those works 
i y ’tself stands reliable. If that is contested 
and Budha’s works are considered as unreliable 
documents of philosophy, it is because they are 
not composed by Vyasa the author of all Shastras. 


In this inference of the authoritative reliability 
of the Brahma Sutras, the instance quoted is 
Mahabharat. There is no dispute about its relia¬ 
bility; for it is a work meant to guide us to Mukti 
as it is taught to the teacher of the teachers. 
He is said to be the author of Shastras and hence 
the fact that it is composed by Badarayana is 
accepted by all great men. Thus Bharat is fit to 
be an instance of accepted authority by all. 


Or tlie inference giving us the required 
conclusion can be put syllogistically in another 
form. The form of the inference already laid 
down is “The disputed Shastra or Brahmasutra 
is a reliable source of valid knowledge; is 

composed by Vyasa with the intention oM^eilita- 
ting the Moksha of Brahma, E-udra and-others. 

Tlie accepted instance is Bharat' which is 
composed by Vyasa for facilitating the Moksha 
of Brahma and Budra, 
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Now an inference formally different from the 
present one is presented. “The disputed work can 
he accepted as reliable; for the com);)osition is 
from the hand of an accepted author (Apta). The 
other reasons cited before will all go to prove that 
Vyasa is an accepted author. The acceptability 
of a work as a reliable source of valid knowledge 
depends upon three factors. The work should be 
from the pen of an authority. It must be rigoro¬ 
usly faithful to Shruties and it must be consistent 
in its logical argumentation. Now another may 
be added to these three requisites, and that is, it 
must have been composed specially for facihtatiug 
Moksha to Brahma Rudra and others. If a work 
on Moksha Shastra satisfies all these four condi¬ 
tions its authority is par excellence. 

Here a doubt arises. Authority par excellence 
does not require four conditions. For, of these 
four we have two similar conditions which treat 
of the same subject as Brahma Sutras and yet 
prove the authoritativeness of these Sutras. 
‘Faithful to Shruties’, ‘Consistently logical in 
arguments’ have the same subject matter and 
hence they both form one group; ‘composed with 
the intention of yielding Moksha’ and ‘composed 
from the pen of an authority’ - these two do not 
treat the same subject yet- they support the 
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authoritativeness of the Brahmasutras. These 
two dissimilar conditions form the second group. 
Thus there are only two conditions and not three- 

All these doubts are cleared bv a different 
interpretational adjustment. The disputed aut¬ 
hority of Brahma sutras is not directly proved 
but in-directly. First they are the statements 
made by authoritative persons like Vedavyasa. 
This is proved by the fact that a w'ell disposed 
master, w-ith the pious intention of doing good to 
the disciples, has given a discourse to earnest 
hearers. Then such Brahma Sutras are authorita¬ 
tive because they are the statements made by 
reliable persons. 

Now who is this reliable person ? Reliability 
consists in real knowledge of the subject matter, 
absence of desire to deceive, eagerness to treat 
the Subject and senses in sound condition. One 
who has got this reliability is a reliable person. 

But this definition of a reliable person is 
defective; for ‘One who or he who’ is not a common 
form to be found in all the reliable persons. For 
a definition should he found to cover all cases 
that come under the catagory of a defined object. 
But as there is no universal of oneness and who- 
iioss we shall have to take individuals that come 
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imder tliat categoiy; then definition is restricted 
only to one individual. Hence a definition comm- 
onlj^ found covering all defined objects cannot be 
found. 

But Jayateertha is not bewildered bj^ such 
bluffs. For he belongs to a School which does not 
recognise a universal, single, and consistently 
found common in all iudividuals of a jiarticular 
class. There is not one ‘Horseness’ to be found 
in all horses. Still horseness in one horse is similar 
to the horseness in another; hence we sa}^ that a 
horse is a horse. So the de/imtion of a reliable 
person will cover all such presous who are reliable 
though there is no one reliability to be found in 
all reliable persons, on the strength of similar 
reliabilities. Hence lack of universaUt}^ is not a 
defect in universals; For similarity will do its work. 

An author may be reliable and still his state¬ 
ment or composition may not be a source of valid 
knowledge. For there are poets and novelists like 
Bhavabhuti and Kalidas who WTite dramas like 
Malati Mhdava and Megha Sandesh which have 
never happened. This cannot be an objection, to 
the definition of a reliable person who is defined 
to be reliable only in respect of com]:)ositions based 
on real happenings. Raghavendra adds that 
Bhavabhuti is not considered a reliable person in 
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that respect; and hence his dramas are not a source 
of valid knowledge. 

Another objection is that a sound reliable 
person babbles unintelligible sentences which 
connot be a source of valid knowledge; or he uses 
sentences which are liable to be wrongly inter¬ 
preted. 

This is not a sound objection. For a person 
suffering from the lack of good instrument of 
speech or endowed with wrong knowledge have 
no reliability at all; For the constituents of relia¬ 
bility being absent, it is seriously affected. Hence 
they are not reliable sources of valid knowledge. 

Now all this attempt is calculated to prove 
the sound reliability of the Brahmasutras to 
produce valid knowledge by inference. But it is 
the accepted principle of Badara 5 ^ana that Validity 
of knowledge is self evident. This means that 
we come, to know that Shastra generates valid 
knowledge by the same instrument by which "we 
know that it produces knowledge. This is the self 
evident nature of an instrument like Shastra. 
Badarayana has admitted this principle and hence 
the futility of the inference to prove that Shastra 
produces valid knowledge. Because the instru¬ 
ment of both is the same. Now the inference 
through the reason of ‘a statement by a reliable 
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person’ proves that it is the instrument of valid 
knowledge; it must also prove that it is the 
instrument of knowledge. For both the instru¬ 
ments are one and the same. But suppose they 
are different yet you can infer that Shastra 
produces knowledge, being the composition by a 
reliable person. From this inference alone you 
can also know that Shastra produces valid know¬ 
ledge. It may be objected that first the inference 
proves that Shastra produces knowledge and then 
it proves that it produces valid knowledge, in 
succession. But ‘knowledge is valid’ is simulta¬ 
neously born with knowledge. Unlike this we do 
not know' that the instrument that produces 
knowledge also produces valid knowledge. 

Suppose we infer that this Shastra which 
produces knowledge, also produces valid knowledge 
for the reason of being the composition by a 
.reliable person. Then in the next statement 
Shastra is going to be proved that it produces 
valid knowledge; because it is based on both Shruti 
and inference; and these objections and answers 
are based on the future statement. Hence it . is 
coherent with the statement that ‘without any 
corroboratory evidences the Shastras are known 
to be the source of valid knowledge, or the validity 
of Brahma Sutras means the validity of the 
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knowledge produced by the Sutras. “These are 
the statements made by reliable persons’ means 
‘the knowledge produced by the statements of 
reliable persons’. And the validity of the knowledge 
produced by the Sutras is cognised by Saskbi the 
internal instrument and not by inference. Hence it 
is wTong to propose an inference to prove that the 
Sutras produce valid knowledge on the strength 
of their being a composition by a reliable person. 
Badarayana also, in his Sutras states that know¬ 
ledge produced is said to be knowm to he valid by 
itself (self evident). 

Or this Sbastra is an instrument of valid 
knowledge; because it produces knowledge other 
than indefinite or perverted as in the case of an 
accepted sentence. And these three reasons (of 
srffccT, and Jjftcr for amm) adduced are helpful to 
prove that Shastras have indisputably the.se three 
reasons. That is hoAv the objection and reply are 
to be interpreted. 

But really speaking the objection means that, 
as soon as we hear a statement made, we appre¬ 
hend its meaning, and we infer its knowledge- 
producing capacity which is the cause, from the: 
effect, naineh^ apprehension of the meaning; from 
the same reason, valid knowledge producing capa-' 
city also is inferred, Tliis is self evidence in an 
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instrument of knowledge. This is the contention 
of the objector. 

Kaghavendra spares no pains in elucidating 
and enlarging the statements whicli give a little 
scope to doubt or double meaning. He tolerates 
no equivocation either in the objector or in the 
proposer. For a clarity in expression is a pre¬ 
requisite to arrive at a fair judgement. The 
' objector is not slightly treated but his side is 
fairly presented by Eaghavendra who is not afraid 
of making him as strong as possible. Then he 
comes to grips with his opponent, whose fall is 
then complete and irrecoverable. Here we see his 
dialectical sldll and fairness of judgement. 

Jayateerthahas quoted tw'o sutras to corro¬ 
borate his statement, but he had not explained 
them fully. Now Eaghavendra explains them and. 
shows how they corroborate the statement riiade 

J ayateertha. One sntra is (tTR 
575?!^) that Veda and other shastras are 
peculiar in tlie respect that they do not require 
any corroborative evidences to prove that they 
are sources of valid knowledge, as they are self 
evident. Jaimini also in one of his Siitras says 
■ that Badarayana accepts the prmci];)le of self 
evidence in respect of Vedas and other Shastras. 
i Ipor a word is naturally connected with its meaning 
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and Vedas hence connote a meaning which is not 
wrong and not doubtful. So this amounts to 
mean that the Vedas convey some meaning which 
is not wrong and not doubtful. Hence when they 
teach something not warranted by other means 
of knowledge they do not need any other evidences* 
Jaimini quotes this as the opinion of Badarayana. 

Still sometimes we utilize other evidences 
like inference to eschew invalidating blemishes of 
unripe thinking. 

Baghavendra is also very critical about 
readings. In Geeta Bhashya we read in the VII 
Adhyaya This has a 

different reading which Baghavendra, 

in his grim humour says that it is the fruit of the 
Scribe’s brain A long discussion is insti¬ 

tuted on the advisibility of commenting a work 
which has not saluted God in the form of Mangala. 
For it is an accepted practice upheld by tradition 
that an author desirous of finishing his work 
without obstacles begins his work with a solemn 
salutation praying for the uninterrupted achieve¬ 
ment. Brahmasutras have no such salutations. 
Hence it has insulted the age long practice amoun¬ 
ting to heterodox heresy. Hence Shri. Madhya 
a staunch follower of tradition ought not to have 
commented upon Brahma Sutras, a heretical work. 
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But Mangala is not proved to be the cause 
of xanhindered finishing of the work. For in 
actual life we see that many works are completed 
without Mangalacharana; while works done with 
Mangala have remained unfinished. But if such 
a destructive argument is pushed to its worst con¬ 
sequence then we shall have to give up performing 
even Karere yaga which is performed to revive 
half dried crops. Because such a breach of the 
causal law is found in that context also when once 
the rule is established by the authority of Veda 
that for a particular purpose a particular sacrifice 
should be performed if the fruit is not coming 
forth in spite of the performance, it does not 
nullify the rule; but it only pleads for inefficient 
' performance or some such cause for the failure of 
the object. 

On the other hand even without the means 
prescribed by the Vedas a man may get the same 
fruit mentioned in the Vedas. Here an. instance 
is given. There is one ritual called Darsha consi¬ 
sting of Agneya yaga, Dadhi yaga and Payoyaga 
which are to be performed on Amavasya { new 
moonday ). Similarly Pumamasa consists of 
Agneya upanshu and Agnishomiya to be performed 
on the full moon day. If these two are performed 
one gets heaven. In the same manner if a Shudra 



serves the upper three castes along with pilgrimage 
and dip in the holy rivers and charity he gets the 
same heaven. So also rains and revival of the 
half dried crops are possible by some other means. 

Insufficiency in cause attended with failure 
of producing effect does not prove that the cause 
is not a cause. Hence the objection that Mangala 
must be performed and has not been pei’formed 
is sound and must be replied. 

But this objection is honoured witli accep¬ 
tance. Mangala must be performed and has been 
performed and has been inserted in the beginning 
of the work. Mangala is performed with the 
insertion of aff*r at the beginning of the Sutras. 
(aS arsrrcfif^rsTsrr^ri). How Omkara is a word i^eferring 
to the subject of discussion. Yet here it is 
explained as auspicious Mangala. For the word 
signifying the subject is Brahma and hence 
Omkara need not do the same function of suppl¬ 
ying the subject. ' 

Now Omkara and the first Atha aie both 
auspicious in nature and suggestion. But auspi¬ 
ciousness is [not their word meaning. Having 
different meanings both the words imply with 
suggestion auspiciousness. Just as a woman, with 
her husband alive carrying a pot full of water on 
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her head, though for different purpose yet for the 
man who in eets her, suggests, as a good omen, 
auspiciousness. 

Hence all objections, raised that auspiciousness 
connoted by this word cannot be syntactically 
connected with the statement ‘Brahma should be 
investigated’ liave no meaning. For auspiciousness 
is not the connoted meaning of this word; but it 
is only the suggested meaning which is neither 
primary nor secondary meaning of this word 
Omkara. 

Though both the wmrds suggest auspiciousness 
yet syntactically their position is not the same in 
the first Sutra. For Omkara though read with 
the Sutra does not form an organic part of the 
sentence as Atha (arsi) does. Atha is vitally 
connected with the purport of the sentence while 
Omkara though invaribly recited at the beginning 
of Vedic hymns does not participate in enriching 
the meaning of the statement. Hence it is argued 
that the Omkara at the beginning of the Sutra, 
though pronounced regularly, does not form a 
syntactical part of the Sutra as it is not prono¬ 
unced closely with the Sutra without any gramma¬ 
tical reasons for it, like the Omkara pronounced 
;at the beginning of the study of Veda by the 
"Students of Veda. Had it been an organic part 
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of the Sutra it would have been closely connected 
with it like the word 3r«r. Sometimes when words, 
in a sentence are pronounced dissociated with 
other parts (as in I'd there is grammatical 

reason for it. Here ^ is a dual ending in long f 
and hence by the rule it stands wit¬ 

hout coalescing with the following vowel. Here 
Omkara does not coalesce with for any gramma¬ 
tical rule. Hence it does not form part of the 
syntactical construction. 

Now the instance given in Omkara recited at 
the beginning of Vedic recitation. This does not 
form an organic part of the Veda recited. Because 
it is used at different places in Veda wherever it 
is chosen for recitation like a chanted interjection 
(tcrtir) in Samaveda ' (Such as hum, ho). At the 
most Omkara can claim a place of necessary 
requisite in the recitation of Veda jnat as iaMng 
the east, sitting in a holy place and others are 
pre-requisites of Vedic recitation. But it can 
never form a part of Sutra. Its only purpose is to 
serve solemn auspiciousness as a sign of unhindered 
completion of the.work begun when pronounced 
at the beginning of the Sutra. This practice is 
not blind but it follows a warning given in Smriti. 
“If Omkara is not used in the begiuiiing the study 
of Veda proves abortive as the pouring of water 
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in an unbaked earthen pot. If again it is not 
completed with Omkara iit is frustrated in its 
object.” Hence all the Sutras both at the begi¬ 
nning and at the end must be recited with Omkara, 
which must be supposed to be existing at both 
the poles of the Sutras. But this goes against 
what is stated in Sudha that the Omkara and 
Atha are both placed at the beginning of the 
Sutra. For what is already used cannot be 
supposed to be existing, If that is true then 
Atha also must be supposed to be existing though 
it is really existing. 

The reply is that Sudhakara means that both 
are there in the beginning of the Sutra. It might 
be that Atha is actually placed and Omkara also, 
though not placed is said to be so. Or because 
Sutrakara supposes that Omkara to be at the 
beginning and hence it is as good as placed with 
Atha. All that Sutrakara has said is that arsflfTjft 
but by the strength of the Shruti Vakya 
Omkara is to be pronounced at the beginning and 
at the end. Therefore Omkara and Atha are 
jointly said to be at the beginning, and not that 
Omkara and Atha are on the level when their 
position in the Sutra is considered. Hence in the 
Bhashya there is elucidation of the Sutra beginning 
with Atha. Hence also it is said that all Sutras 
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begin with. Atha and Atah; they only are used in 
the beginning. 

Or as explained in Chandrika Omkara is said 
to be of the same status as that of Atha. There¬ 
fore the}^ stand at the beginning, on the strength 
of Smriti. It is not the one referred to in the 
Shruti quoted before. But that Shruti also might 
be taken as implied in the statement. 

Some others still contend that Sutrakara has 
expressively used Omkara at the beginning of the 
Sutra. ‘Supposed to exist’ only that it is based 
on the Shruti “Sutra or Veda without Omkara 
becomes futile”. Really speaking though prono¬ 
unced at the beginning it is not organised into the 
Sutra like the word 3i«r. 

To all this objection Sudhakara gives a 
stunning reply. We do admit that it is supposed 
to exist on the strength of the Shiniti statement. 
A word supposed to exist on the strength of some 
implication cannot but be a part of the sentence. 
If not, anything, supposed to exist in a Mantra, 
will not form a part of that Mantra. Then if 
Omkara is the part of the Sutra what about the 
.evidences which contend its dissociation from, the 
.Sutra ? They must be interpreted so as to conform 
to this fact that Omkara is a part of the Sutra. 
If it is to be repeated at the beginning and end 



of every Sutra, it is a tedious process. Hence it 
is repeated only at the beginning of the first Sutra 
and that too uneoalesced so that it should not be 
supposed that it is only the part of the first Sutra. 
On the other band it should be repeated with 
every Sutra after the first. Therefore it is 
seperately recited. 

Now the Omkara at the end of the first Sutra 
is not a part of the Sutra; it is repeated for some 
fruit. Hence though it is n(jt seperated 
there is no such doubt as about tlio first Omkara. 
But here ‘part’ does not mean organic syntactical 
part; it is only a conglomoratory part, 
used for same benefication. 

With this much of introduction the real 
elucidatory commentary begins. In the first Sutra 
the first word is 3r«r. Vachaspati contended that 
3r«r did not mean auspiciousiiess. Hence it is not 
a syntactical part of the sentence 3r«ii5rt i^rrarjfn^rr 
Vivaranakara, admits that the word has the 
meaning of auspicionsness but it is construed in 
the sentence either keeping it in the same case 
With other words or in a different case from that 
of the word. To both these contentions the reply 
is that 3r«r does not connotationally mean auspicio¬ 
usness. only means ‘afterwards’ and indirectly 
suggests auspiciousness. 



Thus it is proved that Sutras are the valid 
instruments pf knowledge of Brahma and auspi¬ 
cious salutations are performed at the beginning 
and hence ‘Brahma Sutras’ is fit to be commented 
upon. And hence the commentary of Madhva 
begins from the verse. 

Intelligent people will be inclined to read a 
book when tliey know the subject matter of the 
book and other allied things about the book. They 
must have a clear idea about the purpose the 
book serves. Then they know for whom the book 
is written. In this context the Brahma Sutras 
treat of Brahma which is its subject matter. 
Through the knowledge of Brahma one is autho¬ 
rized to get Moksha which is the purpose the book 
serves. 

After a full knowledge of these factors^^^e 
will be tempted to read the Brahma Sutras. Stev. 
these prerequisites of reading activity mentioned 
in the Brahma Sutra or are they mentioned some 
where else ? If these are mentioned some where 
else they need not be dilated upon here. If these 
are mentioned in the first Sutra itself then how 
one is to be tempted to read the first Sutra itself ? 
Bor first Sutra has no allotted separate purpose 
mentioned somewhere else. 



For in order that you should'know the purpose 
of the knowledge of Brahma to be generated by 
the Sutra the second Sutra of Brahma 

Sutras for its motivation you should have the 
first Sutra then for the motivation 

of the first Sutra you do want another Sutra 
proving the pm’pose of the knowledge of Brahma 
to be generated by the first Sutra, and that for 
that Sutra another Sutra and so on and so forth. 
To avoid this infinite regression if 3^011 admit that 
one is tempted to read the first Sutra without the 
mention of its motivation, then one will be equally 
tempted to read the Second sutra without any 
motivation for it as mentioned in the first Sutra. 

To get out of this jumble, Jayateertha clears 
the meaning of or inclination or will to acti¬ 
vity. The tendency of the mind is of three kinds- 
Experience or knowledge, will or desire and 
activity. Then desire is of two kinds one is desire 
to kn ow the means and the other is to know the 
end. Now Pravritti is desire and will in respect 
of the means; and neither experience nor know¬ 
ledge, nor the desire for the end is Pravritti. 
Baghavendra clears the notion of experience or 
knowledge. It is the knowledge of the means to 
the end chosen by man. This is not Pravritti and 
hence you need not attempt to know their moti- 
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vation. If Pravritti meant valid knowledge of 
the means as the means only and the desire of the 
end, then you are justified in asking for the moti¬ 
vation of Pravritti, so that certainty of the means 
to the end or desire for the end itself would have 
been necessary. 

We shall never cease to know an object which 
is fit to be rejected; nor do we grudge to desire 
happiness because it has no other end. Now 
Swarga or heaven is not coveted by one who is 
after Mukti. Even then that aspirant of Mukti 
knows that Swarga is obtainable by sacrifices. 
For even though this aspirant has an aversion 
for heaven (wishing for some thing higher) he 
will surely understand the meaning of the state¬ 
ment ‘one after heaven should perform the sacri¬ 
fice Jyotistoma’ ’ when he reads it, if he loiow'S 
how to interpret it. 

Thus when we know from the first Sutra 
that the jrresent Shastra is meant to facilitate 
the end desired by man we need not know that 
it is the means to that end. Similarly why 
should not desire and effort also function without 
the knowledge of their being the means to the end? 
Desire and effort do not function of their own 
accord. For no body desires for food or tries for it 
without the knowledge that food satisfies hunger. 
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Hence the purpose and other things propounded 
by the first Sutra are quite essential if one is to 
be induced to enter into it, for its perusal. 

Even when the first Sutra affords proper 
motivation still how should the reader rely upon 
its assurance ? some satisfy this doubt by saying 
that a good intentioned writer writes the book and 
that hence it must have proper motivation. To 
this tire objection is that a reader is not satisfied 
that the present work has some purpose to serve. 
But he must be assured that the work serves his 
purpose. Then only he would devote his time 
for the reading of the \vork. Besides even when 
we do not know him to be a good intentioned 
writer we can accept the enterprise of reading the 
book just as a farmer undertakes cultivation even 
when his crop is not- assured by good rains. So 
there is no justification for the motivation given 
by the first Sutra. It cannot also be said that the 
first Sutra helps the reader to specify the doubt 
of the particular alternatives {Namely whether 
they help to get Moksha or not.) For the reader 
expects to know the motivation from the source 
by which he is induced to undertake reading the 
Tvork. Besides the reader is not satisfied with the 
mere supply of motivation but he w'ants to be 
assured that this motivation is the only one when 
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judged by logical rules of interpretation of the 
Vedas. So the first Sutra supplies the ground for 
the logical conclusion of the motivation supplied 
by the Vedas. In this connection the knowledge 
of the author being good intentioned is an aid to 
reach the logical conclusions. 

There is then no scope for infinite regress. 
For just as the statement which ordains the 
study of the Vedas ordains also its own study, 
the first Sutra in justifying the composition of 
the whole of the Sutras justifies its own compo¬ 
sition also. 

Now the work Brahma Sutra justifies its 
existence only on the ground that the fsrsTTiffi or 
discussion of Brahma is justified. Hence we must 
know what is Jijnasa in its etymological meaning. 
It is a desiderative form from sr to know with 
the termination meaning desire. So the word 
means ‘Desire to know’ It is said by Jaya- 
teertha that Jijnasa is not desire to know but it 
means ‘hearing, thinking and meditating’ Then 
Raghavendra makes a reference to the the gloss, 
Chandrika of Vyasateertha which makes the 
meaning of this more clear. Jijnasa is not a deside¬ 
rative form of 5 rr to kno\v but it is a common 
noun accepted by usage to .mean ‘a course of 
thinking’. So itshould not be etymologically 



derived to mean ‘ desire to know This course 
of thinking depends upon syllogistic reasoning. 
When the course of thinking is proved to be 
begun, you cannot stop syllogistic reasoning which 
forms a vital part of thinking process. Now the 
syllogistic reasoning is the means of the thinking 
process. Syllogistic reasoning is the provision of 
subject matter, purpose or intention, the qualified 
reader and their mutual relationship or in short 
motivation. Without this motivation we cannot 
get the interpreted meaning of the Shruti that 
Jijnasa or thinking should be begun. 

Now when w*e feel doubtful about a certain 
thing we begin logical reasoning. Thinking pro* 
cess is applied to cases fit to be begun and unfit 
to be begun. We have no grounds like motivation 
to settle either way. Hence there is doubt whe¬ 
ther thinking or Jijnasa should be begun or not. 
Jayatoerth in a long discourse proves to the hilt 
that nothing can be the subject matter of thinking 
process taking into review the whole mass of 
philosophical literature and human experience. 
That which is shrouded in doubt becomes fit to 
be subject matter. Thus as nothing is clear and 
every-thing about Brahma is doubtful the begi¬ 
nning of Shastra is justified and it takes a long 
course to prove the subject matter, the eligible 
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reader, the purpose and their mutual connected^ 
ness- all which form the motivation. Now the 
Sutrakara gives us this motivation, in the first 
Sutra ^ 3r«Trffiff|rr5i5rmT. IFirst he says that the sub- 
• ject matter is provided by the words Om and 
Brahma. 

In the Shruti these two words 

and others) are found to connote the thing 
fit to be thought over. This is Brahma who is 
distinctly different from the soul and the insensate 
world. But there is the objection (as said before) 
that mere words cannot etymologically prove the 
existence of super natural things like God. Even 
such objects as heaven, Apurva, and deity which 
are beyond the ken of senses are not proved to 
exist by merely words, but by statements whose 
meaning will not be consistant without the exis¬ 
tence of these super natural things. Hence the 
words Om and Brahma cannot prove the existence 
of Brahma or Iswara. 

In this context Shri Madhava states that 
when Om and Brahma are derived etymologically, 
they form sentences and they do not remain words., 
And then statements prove that Brahma, the 
abode of innumerable and unlimited (in connota¬ 
tion) auspicious qualities is proved tQ exist as 
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distinctly different from the sensate and insensate 
world. 

So Shri. Jayateerth takes recourse to Grammar 
and semantics for the derivation of these words] 
Raghavendra finds this very occasion suitable to 
pour his wealth of erudition in grammar to hear 
■upon the subject. 

Om is derived from the root srw which among 
many other meanings has the meaning of ‘moving’. 
This root according to a Vritti in unadi, has a 
sufi&x of ITS- and then there is the loss of fs, which 
means the last vowel. This loss of fs refers only 
to the Vowel in and not to the root Vowel. 

V 

This is known by relying on tbe use of Tz here. 
If on the other hand the were to refer to the 
Vowel of the root and that were to be dropped fe 
need not be used. It is enough if you say 5fi«T: 
which means the root is to be dropped, But when 
dropping is ordained it refers only to the last 
letter according to the technical procedure sfHfeJRJT. 
This means the dropping of ^ from Hence fis 
is used. To this objection it is replied tnat 
is applied only in the case when the arw or letter 
is mentioned in the genative case. Here in 
the oblative case is used while stating the suffix 
of *i5T. Hence is not applied here. Even if 

we admit and drop only ^ from then ai is 
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dropped by the Sutra 3Rr>5r>T:, Hence fe in 
would have been used in vain as 5rlq alone would 
do the work of dropping An objection is 
raised that arfftul'T: drops only a word or syllable 
having ar at the end. Here ara has sr at the begi¬ 
nning. To this the reply is that, what is at the 
beginning might be considered as at the end. 
Hence mere artT will do the work of dropping 
So ft: suggests the coming of the suffix before 
operation of dropping begins. 

Some others defend ft^fft taking recourse to 
some other method. They say if is prescribed 
then by the sutra ft'*?, the sirffix ?I5T is assigned; 
and by ft^? alone the whole of aj? can be dropped. 
So alone is sufficient. To avoid this and to 
show that the operation of dropping takes place 
with the termination and not the root ftaffq’ is 
mentioned. Hence is justified. 

Now Raghavendra passing through this 
labyrinthine mechanism of Sanskrit grammar 
derives Om, from ajw and suffix *t?. After ftsff? 
we have the residue sr?? and by 

both 3T and ? are changed to and then 
one long g; in the place of both. Thus ar-fg; toge¬ 
ther form a guna which with the u at the end 
of 3r^*T becomes affir. Raghavendra enters still 
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^pre into tlie wilderness of grammatical techni¬ 
calities. Fearing that dry details would tire out 
Ibhe reader, we stop here. This has been given 
here as a specimen of his proficiency in grammar. 

After this derivation and on its strength the 
meaning of is settled. This means the agent 
or of nfrr or the object or w of nfir which is 
the meaning of the root arw. Now if this form is 
to be derived in passive voice, the object and in 
active voice the subject is not mentioned. 
means 3r>crr5f or ^ 5 # which means filled with. With 
w^hich is he filled ? By context of other Shruties 
Or syntactical propriety it means filled with aus¬ 
picious (qualities like bliss, consciousness and others 
which are innumerable and unlimited in conno¬ 
tation. Baghavendra quotes liberally to prove 
that this is the meaning wanted by all sources. 

Now the word also means the same thing 
in its root-meaningv Hence the object of investi¬ 
gation is one with innumerable auspicious qualities 
and this characterization disqualifies the soul and 
the matter to be the objects of such investigation. 

51^ or the object of investigation goes by the 
name of iTiTTJTtn* which also means the same thing. 
This is elucidated by the Vyahrities which 
again are explained by the Gayatree Mantra. Now 
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tliis Mantra is elucidated at length by Purusb 
Snkta, to expatiate the meaning of which all 
Vedas proceed. So if the meaning of aflff is 
then is the subject matter of all the Vedas. 

Shruti openly declares that Brahma is the 
purport of all the Vedas. ( ); yet 

this lengthy attempt is under-taken to prove this 
very fact by syllogistic reasoning. A sorites or 
chain syllogism of the following type is used:- A 
cat is a quadruped; A quadruped is an animal; 
An animal is a substance; and hence a cat is a 
substance. The Lord Brahma is the puiport of 
all the Vedas. Because he is the purport of 
Purushasukta-whioh is elucidated by all the Vedas, 
He who is the purport of the original, is the 
purport of the elucidation also. Then again Lord 
Brahma is the import of Purusha Sukta because 
he is the import of Gayatree which is explained 
by Purusha Sukta. Again Brahma is the import 
of Gayatree; for he is the import of Vyahrities 
which are expatiated upon by Gayatree. In the 
same manner the Brahma is the meaninig of 
Vyahrities; for he is the meaning of Om which is 
dilated upon by Vyahrities. In all these syllogisms, 
the reason given is not unproved for Shruti proc¬ 
laims that they bear the relationship of commen¬ 
tary and original. If still one disagrees to accept 
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the conclusion one is reduced to the absurd posi¬ 
tion of denying that relationship warranted by 
the Shinties. 

Let this be for what it is worth. But why 
go in for a long sorites when a single syllogism 
can prove that the Lord Brahma is the exclusive 
import of all Vedas. Brahma or God is the solo 
import of the Vedas. Because it is the meaning 
of Om which is commented upon by all the Vedas. 
This is also corroborated by Shruti. Or all Vedas 
have Brahma for their import;' Because they are 
elucidation Of Om whose meaning is Brahma, 
Thus directly you can infer that Brahma is the 
sole import of all Vedas. 

But this indirect method of inference is 
adopted because it is not directly known that all 
the Vedas are the elucidations of Om; but only 
indirectly as already noted. Hence this sorites is 
adopted. 

Let the Vedas have the sole import of Brahma. 
Blit the Brahma Sutras deal with the syllogistic 
reasonings which are the means to prove that the 
Vedas propound mainly Brahma or God. How 
these Sutras have Brahma as subject-matter ? 
The answer is that the syllogisms are a sort of aid 
to understand that the Vedas propound Brahma. 
So these syllogisms as aid to the Vedas have the 



same subject as tlxe Vedas, And through, these 
syllogisms the Sutras also have the same subject. 

But syllogistic reasoning also states that this 
is fit to convey the particular import or this is 
made known to us from this source. And hence 
the reasoning deals with fitness or propriety which 
naturally becomes its subject matter and not 
Brahma. In this context Jayateertha thrashes 
out the whole question of activity and its object. 
Two sorts of objects are there. The axe specialised 
with activity of rising and falling resulting in 
'separation and conjunction of the upper and lower 
regions i. e. the axe rising from the ground to the 
higher region and coming again to lower level, 
becomes the object of activity of the agent, 
'directly. Some other (the tree) becomes the object 
through the medium of the instrument’s activity. 
The tree iithe object of cutting, indirectly through 
the cutting activity of the axe. The tree is the 
Object of the activity of the agent through the 
activity of the means, the axe. So also the reason¬ 
ing through its activity of proving the propriety 
OP fitness of the riieans of knowledge (to produce 
knowledge), has for its object the knowledge of 
Brahmai 

■ All this fuss might be justified only when 
reasoning, the aid to the interpretation of Vedas, 



is found necessary. But even without the aid of 
reasoning by the ordinary help of knowledge of 
word and its meaning and its recollection we will 
easily determine the import of the Vedas as in the 
case of other compositions. Even when the inter¬ 
pretation is clogged by doubts of meaning and the 
import, and fallacious reasoning, good knowledge 
of these things sliould lead us to ithe correct inter¬ 
pretation and not other foreign aids like syllogistic 
i*easoning. For then we shall have to forgo our 
accepted criterion of self-iUumination of validity 
of knowledge. Hence reasoning is not a positive 
aid to interpretation; but it removes the difficul¬ 
ties coming in the way of interpretation. We do 
accept the same position for reasoning. Still 

because it helps to remove the difficulties in the 
way of interpretation it is formally accepted as 

aid to judgemet or import. Hence thereasoning 

or Meemansa has for its object God or Brahma. 
There are different opinions and conceptions about 

God and his nature and function. These hinder 
the Vedas, though they are guarantors of know¬ 
ledge, from giving right knowledge. Reasoning 
or Meemansa or Jijnasa removes all such hindra¬ 
nces, becoming an aid to the interpretation of the 
Vedas. 

When Jijnasa is settled we must try to under¬ 
stand the meaning, of the first Sutra. But first 
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let us know \v]iat is This is a compound 

word and unless the compound is dissolved the 
meaning is not clear. In w4r3r?rr<ETr in the Sutra 

«r4F5i5rf?rT of Jaimini the compound is dissolved 
as f^?rwr. But Jayateertha wants us not to 
follow the instance of Jaimini’s commentators. 
He wants us to dissolve it as f^^rr^rr in the 
way of a Shasthi Tatpurusha and not like 
Jaimini’s commentators, in the Chaturthi Tat- 
purush. Now it is explained why it is not so. In 
the meaning of ^3# ‘for that purpose this one’ if 
two words are used Chaturthi is prescribed only 
when, of those two words one is material and the 
other is its product. The instance is w^<Tm 3T^ 
“wood for the post of sacrifice” wood is the 
material of which the post is prepared. Hence 
therejis Chaturthi. When there is no such relation¬ 
ship as material cause and its effect then there is 
Shasthi; Chaturthi is prohibited where there is no 
such relationship and in its place Shasthi is 
prescribed. Accordingly we do not find even in 
the relationship of material cause and its 
effect. Hence there cannot be Chaturthi compound 
here. 

Some say that the Shasthi or genative is one 
showing relationship in general; and not one 
showing any particular function of a case. But 
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really this is genative showing (either agent or) 
object on ' account of the termination used at 

the. end of f5firT«r. Hence it is said 3f?f f^jrrfa:. Tor 
means the object of fafTTar. 

This gives room for another drawback in 
Brahma. In Trsr5^'7(Wbjwj) a genative Tatpurusha 
compound the word is unimportant. For a 
Tatpurusha compound is one having the latter 
member as important. Similarly in famr^rr also 
Brahma becomes unimportant and subordinate to 
f^«r. By mentioning that Brahma is the object 
of this doubt of subordination is cleared. 

Or in such injunctions as (one 

desirous of Swarga must perform Yaga), Yaga 
is ordained for the purpose of Swarga, Swarga is 
important and Yaga is unimportant. Here also 
for the purpose of Moksha, is ordained 

and hence f |r F^rarr^r is unimportant, and hence the 
object of fsrintrT is uninaportant. To avoid this 
difficulty it is said and Brahman 

is the chief object of f^irwr. Hence subordination 
cannot be doubted in the case of Brahma. 

But this does not clear the doubt of subor¬ 
dination of Brahma in the injunction of f^r'frr 
for the purpose of Moksha. To this the reply is 
given that the meaning of the Sutra is not ‘invo:j- 



66 


tigation of Brahma should be made’ nor is it ■ 
’The knowledge of Brahma should be acquired ; 
But it is “For the sake of knowledge of Brahma 
all Vedas should be investigated”. Hence Brahma-'’ 
is included under motivation (for the purpose of) 
and hence claims superiority of being treated 
chiefly in the injunction, “Investigation should 
be made”. This is exactly what is implied in i 
in which is mentioned as the end 
of investigation. 

Now the discussion about the motivation of 
Jijnasa begins with the interpretation of afgrj in 
the first Sutra. Raghavendra now recapitulates 
what has been said so far in order to supply the 
reader with a connecting link to the whole trend 
of thought. In the Sutra the word Brahma and 
OM supply the subject of investigation and the 
feeding evidence, the subject not being proved by 
any other instrument of knowledge. And the 
word arsiT is explanined in the Bhashya both in 
brief and in detail. Hence Shri Madhva does 
not feel its necessity to be explained here. Besides 
it is going to be commented upon in brief at the 
beginning of Qpasanapada. 

Now the word argr: is explained by Madhva as 
supijlying five reasons to prove the necessity of 
investigation of Brahma. JBrahma must be inves- 
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tigated becaiisej(l) therejisjthe purpose of Moksha 
through the gates of knowledge or god-vision; 
(2) because the bondage we are suffering from is 
real; (3) because veda has for its subject a being 
(and not becoming); (4) because Vedas are the 
guarantor of knowledge which is self evident; 
(5) and because Vedas yield their meaning after 
being syntactically connected. 

The real purpose for the investigation or 
Jijnasa is that the investigation alone can generate 
the sound knowledge of Brahma. This knowledge 
thus generated alone (and no other thing) can 
secure for us the gracious favour of Brahma. 
This sort of favour alone ensures us Moksha. 
Hence this investigation has an exclusive purpose 
and is worth our attempt. 

Here a doubt arises. The favour has its seat 
in God while the knowledge which is the cause of 
that favour is to be found in the aspirant 
for Moksha. So the favour, to operate for 
Moksha should get connected with the aspirant, 
so that he being favoured with the grace of the 
Lord will be blessed with Moksha. Thus the 
sentence that follows “There is no other path to 
Moksha” has no meaning. Because no other cause 
is at issue, other than the grace of the Lord to 



assure Moksha and 'fhence its., negation'is unwarr* 
anted, But this doubt is easily warded off. For ^ 
this negation or exclusion refers to the exclusion 
of other means in the aspirant than knowledge, 
in generating the gracious . favour of the Lord. 
For Karma or action also is credited with capa¬ 
city to secure Moksha. So it is clear that the 
aspirant has no other way to win the favour of 
the Lord besides His knowledge (god-vision). No 
doubt the aspirant with devoted deeds can win 
the fayour of the Lord but work-won-favoui? 
secures him the second rate Moksha and not the: 
fii'st rate Moksha. Thus it is for this reason nlear i 
that the investigation of Brahma is reasonably 
eiijoined. 

This Prasada or grace of the Lord can be 
won by devotion alone. For Prasada is nothing 
but a special turn in the will of God, which is 
easily secured by single-minded devotion. 

Now again if this grace is generated by 
devotion how it is that it was declared that the 
grace was to be obtained by knowledge ? The 
reply , is that knowledge is a comiDonant part of 
Devotion and hence mention of knowledge as the 
cause of grace is a partial explanation. Hence 
Jayateertha gives an all comprehensive classical 



definition of Bhakti which has won universal 
recognition. 

It is an incessant flow of Love towards the 
Lord which is caused by the knowledge of the 
Lord as having auspicious attributes, rintarnished 
with blemish, boundless,cternal, and innumerable, 
surpassing many times the emperical love for 
self, and things belonging to the self, and which 
is not hindered even by thousands of odds. 

Raghevendra corroborates the truth of this 
meaning of Bhakti which is a happy combination 
of knowledge and Love of 'God Hari by quoting 
Madhva from his Tatparya Nirnaya:— 

“Bhakti is Love of the Lord, caused by the 
knowledge of the wonderful greatness (of the Lord) 
•firm and steady and excelling all love(and lures of 
the world). This is the cause of Mukti which is 
not made available by any other means.” 

In order that one should not doubt the 
possiblity of such spiritual love, Jayateerth quotes 
Shruties. In Chandogya in the seventh Adhyaya 
it is said about Bhuma “when one is saturated 
with such unparalleled love, one doestnot see any 
thing else, does not hear anything else and is not 
aware of any thing else”. Such all consulting love 
is also instanced in Geeta “the meditating Muni 
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is aware of the supremacy of the Lord about 
which the others are in the dark and the Muni is 
in the dark {is not aware) about those things of 
which the common men are fully in the knowing.” 

Now let us come to the point at issue. Let 
Mukti be made available to the grace of the Lord 
which is caused by singleminded, all absorbing, 
devotion; but what about Jijnasa that is now 
on hand for consideration ? Jayateerth after a 
full fledged argument comes to the conclusion 
that Jijnasa is the cause of Mukti not directly 
but through constant meditation which wins 
the grace of the Lord. This common grace 
secures for the devotee, god-vision, which results 
in all-consuming love, brining in its wake the 
uncommon grace of the lord which finally releases 
soul from its extraneous limitations. Thus from 
Jijnasa to Moksha it is a long way. 

At this juncture the representative of Nyaya 
School on the strength of a Nyayasutra of Jaimini 
objects to this interpretation of stct:. He admits 
that Jijnasa or constant meditation causes god- 
vision which removes ignorance, the root cause 
of our bondage and secures us Moksha or release. 
Where is the scope for the theory of grace? When 
light is brought darkness is dispelled without 
any bbdy’s favour. So the insertion of Prasada 



in between knowledge and Moksha is unwarranted 
and ill advised. 

Jayateerth for a moment agrees with the 
follower of Nyaya and admits that knolwedge 
or god-vision is the cause of Moksha. Yet grace 
is essential and inevitable. I’or it is not ignorance 
alone that binds us to this mundane existence; 
it is the determined will of God Hari that causes 
bondage. Hence that will alone can withdraw 
this bondage and grace is nothing but will 
favourably inclined to release us. 

A great metaphysical objection is raised 
against this will of God being the cause of a 
biginning-less bondage. A beginning-less thing 
does not admit of any modificational addition and 
hence no cause can add to it by its causal opera¬ 
tion. So this mundane existance which is begi¬ 
nningless cannot have been caused by the will of 
God. 

This metaphysical objection is set aside by 
caiagoricaly denying the privilege of beginningless 
things claiming immunity from the operation of 
will'pf God. For the objector himself (Naiyyaika) 
had admitted in his metaphysical technigque that 
beginningless attributes (•j'orr) depend upon attri¬ 
buted things (5'^). In the same manner even the 
School of Adwaita admits the distinction between 
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the soul and Brahma as beginningless and yet 
depending upon Nescience. Hence even beginn¬ 
ingless samsara can depend upon the will of God. 

Now Jayateerth propounds his own theory of 
beginningless bondage. It is admitted on all 
hands, that Soul is essentially costituted with 
bliss and knowledge. And every one knows by his 
own experience that he is now not so constituted. 
This leads us to the inference that his essential 
nature is successfully covered by some extraneous 
hindrance, from our experience. This cover 
naturally should be beginningless and it must be 
other than desire or Kama, which is caused and 
requires a cause again. This beginningless cause 
of samsara is called Prikrati or Maya in different 
source-books. As this Prikriti is accepted as 
destroyed there is no complete withdrawal of the 
cover. Only at the will of the Lord the 
whole of the screen is withdrawn. Hence Apanda 
is fully opened for enjoyment as another act of 
the will of God Hari. Hence it is considered a 
separate gift. 

Now the sutra is explained and Jayateerth 
criticises the interpretations by others, we need 
not question how a self luminous soul is hidden 
under this Maya or prikriti. 
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An insentient Maya cannot alcaie hide 
: this self-lnminous soul, at its own initiation. It 
is but proper and reasonable to believe that God 
Hari with Maya dr prakriti that is subordinate to 
Him, with his mysterions and miraculous power, 

< ; has contributed to'rdbscure the essence of the self 
-luminous soul and has thrown it in bondage, And 
hence release also comes to us as His gift through 
His grace, When we assert that the cause of 
release is knowledge we mean that it is through 
his grace. For God is the general cause, as nothing 
can be done, without his will or desire. 

The crux of the problem is how a beginningless 
bondage at last,rwhatever the cause might be, 
terminates. Jayatertha critically reviews the 
explanations and solutions offered by other schools 
of thought. Then he finds them not satisfactory 
and gives his own solution. 

Many shruties and smrities are quoted to 
prove that there is the strong cause for the destru¬ 
ction of the bondage. There are two screens one 
covering the attributes of the soul; and the othe** 
covering the supreme spirit immanent in man* 
First God Hari removes the screen that covers the 
soul and then the one that covers the supreme 
jspirit is {removed. ^Tbus the soul standing in 
its.nativedusitre enjoys its essential bliss. 



74 


Now the begmning less, if it is to be destroyed it 
should follow one of the two courses of destruction 
prescribed, namely 1) the parts of a thing are 
destroyed 2) or the connection of the parts is 
destroyed. What is the type of destruction which 
pertains to the destruction of bondage? Jayateerth 
says the two types that are mentioned above 
characterise only things that begin or that are 
born. Unborn things have a third type of destru¬ 
ction which is its own type. We admit that the 
unborn bondage is completely annihilated The 
real fact is God Hari pleased with the aspirant 
destroys the bondage. In this, god-vision is not 
the cause of his grace. It is the deep intensity of 
devotion that is the cause of the divine grace. 
This intensity being mental can only be inferred 
and cannot be perceived. The contention that the 
Karma that is now being enjoyed, being not 
exhausted serves as a hindrance to the origination 
of divine grace, is very poor. For insentient 
Karma cannot rally such strength as to challenge 
the supreme will of the sovereign Power. While 
the will of the Lord adjusts itself to the conting¬ 
ency of Karma and operates in its absence so that 
its sovereignty is not infringed. Besides in the 
third Adhyaya in one of the sutras it is stated 
that the god-visioned devotee through the grace 
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of the Lord has his Karma tempered in its inten¬ 
sity a-nd virility which is impossible if Karma 
stands an obstacle to the grace. The talk that 
the unexhausted Karma causes the postponement 
of liberation or release is only a layman’s parley. 
The real thing is that complete grace is not yet 
originated and the release is the gift of god Hari 
Himself. 

It does not seem to be reasonable to say that 
Lord grants Moksha and Ananda; for moksha is 
the removal of the screen that hides the essence 
of the soul from being enjoyed. If the screen is 
removed automatically the soul enjoys the essen¬ 
tial delight; and hence it need not be a separate 
gift different from Moksha. 

This objection does not arise when we know 
that the cause of the cover is really the will of 
Hari while Ajnana is only the nominal cause. So 
when Ajnana is destroyed there is no complete 
withdrawal of the cover. Only at the will of the 
Lord the whole of the screen is withdrawn. Hence 
Ananda is fully opened for enjoyment at another 
act of the will of the God Hari. Hence it is 
considered a separate gift. 

Now the sutra is explained and Jayateerth 
criticises the interpretations offered by others. 
This is done not inspite of others, but with a 



sense of precaution that the interpretion of others 
superficially enamonring should not distract the 
readers while they are following his interpretation 
or it was stated that the god-vision or jnana, the 
result of the process of hearing, thinking, medi¬ 
tating, was the cause of divine grace v^hich yielded 
Moksha in its turn. The word was interpreted 
as showing the reason for jijnasa as yielding 
Moksha through grace. Now this is objected to 
on the ground that the bondage being illusory its 
sublation is possible only through real knowledge 
of the thing that was erroneously misunderstood 
and not through the grace of god. Therefore to 
justify and prove the theory of grace the inter¬ 
pretations of others are critically reviewed. 

He takes up for review first the most promi¬ 
nent school of Adwaitawada in which bondage is 
considered to consist of agency and enjoyment, att- 
aohment and hatred, good and bad actions, and the 
fruit of those actions.This is imposed upon Brahma 
where it does not exist and hence it is illusory. 
The Adwaitis describe this theory of illusion in 
their Bhashya of Brahma Sutra, Their conten¬ 
tion is that Bondage is considered unreal or 
■illusory so that the investigation will have a topic 
and purpose. Hor the purport of the first sutra 
is Uhat for the sake of the knowledge of Blirahraa 
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the interpretation of the statements of vedanta: 
should be tried. Now if the bondage is to be 
destroyed by Imowledge it can be done so only 
when the bondage is illusory in nature and -not 
real. Without the implication of the illusory 
nature of our bondage, we cannot get rid of it‘ 
through knowledge. Hence the illusory nature of 
bondage, though not expressed in the sutra,, is 
implied in it. For knowledge came to destroy onlyr 
ignorance and its effect; it has no power to destroy- 
real things. Hence to make the statement that . 
knowledge removes bondage, nonsistant^ bondage 
shall have to be aocepted as illusory. Hence the 
sutra by implication means that bondage is,; 
illusory. To be rich in implied meaning addS’ to. 
the merit of the sutra. 

Besides, this proppgation of illusory nature of 
bondage is not only the implied meaning of the 
sutra but it is a necessary introduction to the- 

whole of the shastras. 

\ 

Thus for supplying the purpose for the inve.* 
stigation of Brahma we must accept the illusoiy 
nature of the bondage. Then for supplying; subject: 
matter for investigation, also we must accept the; 
illusory nature of bondage. And lastly Bhastra, 
itself will not proceed without the intrpductionr 
which treats of the illusory nature of hondagef 
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These three referential justifications for the begi¬ 
nning of Adhyasavada at the commence-ment of 
Shankara’s Bhashya on Brahma Sutra, are not 
genuine justifications. 

Take first, the first justification based on the 
incongruity Of the purpose without taking for 
granted the illusory nattire of bondage. The law 
ofsuggestien holds that, that is taken to be 
suggested by a certain fact, without which the fact 
remains unexplained. That the fact Bevadatta 
does not have his meals by day, suggests his night 
meals. For Devadatta’s fatness remains unexpl¬ 
ained without taking for granted his night meals; 
hence his fatness without day meals suggests 
night meals. Here also, if the purpose of inve¬ 
stigation namely Mukti is made available by 
knowledge of Brahma then bondage must be unreal 
or illusory. Now Jayateerth proves that Mukti 
is available through knowledge, without its being 
illusory. iFor the master when seen and pleased wilj 
release the captive from his bondage. But there 
is special quotation to prove that knowledge dire¬ 
ctly grants Moksha; rmd hence it is proved that 
otherwise also (and not otherwise only) Moksha is 
explained. ‘‘He gives Moksha to one who has been 
graced with godvision.” does not brook any other 
alternative than through the grace of Lord Hari. 
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So “one who knows Atma, gets over grief ” means 
*‘One who has the grace of the Lord through know¬ 
ledge” will attain Mukti. 

But it is objected that a man in dream 
knowing himself to be a captive is automatically 
released when he wakes up from the dream. Hence 
a false bondage is got rid of, only by knowledge or 
waking up without any grace in the middle. There* 
fore it cannot be pleaded that only a real bondage 
is removed by the knowledge through the grace 
of God. 

The objection is refuted by saying that 
removal of bondage by knowledge is a general 
statement while “Moksha is said to be a gift of 
God” is a particular statement which restricts 
the general statement to its own requirements. 
Then again if it is objected that god vision and 
Moksha do not tolerate anything to intervene 
between them and hence grace cannot operate 
between them, it is replied that in ‘After seeing 
only one is released’. ‘Only’ has a sense of exclu*- 
siyeneas. It does not exclude ‘grace’ of any kind, 
but it excludes only grace generated by disciplined 
and devoted deeds. Hence God seen, grants us 
grace which makes us eligible for Moksha. 

Let us admit that knowledge is the cause of 
the Mukti directly. Even then bondage cannot 



be illusory. You are not going to settleiknowledge 
to be the cause of the removal of bondage by ' 
finding out their invariable concomitance; but by 
consulting Agama. (one having the knowledge of' 
Brahma will get over grief or bondage) you come 
to know that knowledge causes the reduction of 
bondage. When thus the relationship of cause 
and effect is settled in Agama why should you 
wait for the justification of this casual relation¬ 
ship. 

A bit of Meemansa is to be considered, before- 
settling the previous question, 'Jrrurrtrt 

one wishing for Heaven should sacrifice with 
Darsha and Puriiamasha. Darsha and Puma 
Masha: are now performed and then they become 
' extinct; Siwarga or Heaven is coming into exi¬ 
stence in future. How one is the cause of the 
other? Meemansaka tells us that the two Yagas 
produce one Apurva which will bring about resi¬ 
dence in Swargai So; arr# is connoted by the 
termination of Lakarai and is known to be caused 
by these two yagas by the injunction itself. Still 
the explanatory justification is necessary, where 
the casual relationship is ambiguous even though 
enjoined in; the Vedas. Jayateertha has given an 
explanation. There are enjoined three darshas to 
be performed on the new mbonday. And three 



81 


more on the full moonday. All these six together 
create one Apurva capable of procuring 
Swarga. This Apurva is called the Pra- 
dhana or chief Apurva. Now these six yagas 
being done successively are not able to produce 
this chief Apurva. Hence these six yagas are 
supposed to produce intermediary Apiirva as they 
come into existence. These six will produce the 
chief Apurva which secures Swarga. liven when 
the causal connection is warranted by the Shruti 
yet to connect the distant Pradhana Ajmrva with 
the six yagas, intermediary six subordinate 
Apurvas are supposed to come into existence- 
This is the Se7en-Apurva-theory of Prabhakaras^ 
But Bhattas suppose that three Apurvas of the 
new moonday produce one Apurva while the three 
Apurvas of the full moon day produce one; and 
that these two produce the Pradhana Apurva. 

One more simple example is cited. The Bhattas 
suppose that this day performed secures 

Swarga after many more years. Though this is 
enjoined in the Vedas, still to supply a reasonable 
explanation of this causal relationship one Apurva 
is supposed to be produced by the yaga. For, to 
be a cause this is required to remain in time in the 
moment previous to the production of Swarga. 
And Advaiti comes forward to say that in supply 
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-ing such ail ex{planation he says that bondage is 
supposed to be illusory. 

This is not fair. As for the instance of Apurva 
it was right because what are distant in time if 
temporally not connected cannot be causally rela 
ted. In order to connect the temporally distant 
yaga with Swarga, the supposition of Apurva was 
justified. Here there is no such rule, as knowledge 
is the destroyer of Nescience only. But knowledge 
is never found to reduce things that are real. 

Mere seeing two things together will not 
settle a causal relationship between the two; but 
one should be invariably concomitant with the 
other and one should be found existing invariably 
before the other. And you cannot even conceive 
one thing causally connected with the other wdth 
out one being regulaidy prior to the other. 

Just as bondage need not be considered 
illusory because it meets wdth no contradiction 
even if we suppose that a real thing is destroyed 
by knowledge; so also nothing is lost if yaga or 
sacrifice be the cause of Swarga that comes in 
future. Hence in the intervening stage no Apurva 
ne^d be supposed to arise to bring about their 
temporal conjunction. But such a doubt does 
not arise as the vepy concept of a cause as priorly 



existing to the effect, goes against this suppo¬ 
sition. 

But there is some trouble if knowledge is 
supposed to destroy something real. For then 
Atma which is real shall have to be destroyed by 
knowledge. To avoid this spiritual crisis if Ajiian 
(or bondage) is accepted as not real then Anjana 
or (cosmic) ignorance shall have to forgo its 
beginninglessness. And if beginningless Ajnana 
is to be reduced by knowledge why not Atma ? 
Besides it is very difficult to establish causal real- 
tionship between illusory nature and its reduction 
by knowledge. 

Adwaiti may object to the real, being reduced 
to, by knowledge. For knowledge in order to 
remove, will remove something in the subject of 
knowledge or the seat of knowledge; or both. Now 
in the first alternative, tell us whether knowledge 
will remove something of that subject only or will 
jt remove something that inheres iii tl\e subject 
of knowledge ? Or that which inheres in the 
subject will remove something of the subject which 
is contrary to it. Now in the first alternative* 
in verigated or multicoloured object,the knowledge 
of a thing with blueness does not destroy its 
subject blueness or its inherent quality, in the 
flavour and others or the contrary qualities like 
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yellow and others. In the second alternative' also, 
the laiowledge of a pot will not remove (jualities 
like Dharma residing in Atma. In the third also, 
Atma knowing the body, will not destroy the 
contact of body and Atma, 

Now this objection can be easily refuted. For 
if knowledge, should destroy the things in its seat 
then it shall have to destroy Dharma and othei’ij 
which reside in the seat, Atma, with kiiowdedge. 
This assumed hypothesis has no invariable conco¬ 
mitance to base it upon. If the contrary suppo¬ 
sition is accepted there is nothing to lose. More, 
over we find a decisive dissimilarity between the 
two cases. Now knowledge of pot and others does 
not contradict Dharma and others; hence they 
need not be destroyed. But the real knowledge 
of Atma contradicts bondage and hence destroys 
it. The assumption of this hypothesis is based 
on the Nyaya theory of Moksha. In his system 
the real knowledge of Atma through the precise 
and discriminatory knowledge of the sixteen fund¬ 
amental catagories will lead to the distruction of 
Dharma. and Adharina and then to Mukti or if we 
want to base it on Shri Madhva’s system, we must 
take Atma to mean paramatma. For it is the 
exact kno\Yledge of paramatma which leads to the 
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destruction of all Karinas in the soul in which this 
knowledge is originated. 

Other allegations also are not sound. It was 
alleged that the knowledge of a pot with, blue 
colour, when the pot is multi-coloured does not 
destory its own subject, nor any quality inhering 
in that subject like flavour, nor its contrary qua¬ 
lity yellow. This allegation is not sound; because 
the knowledge of a blue pot in the case of a veri- 
gated pot is wrong knowledge and hence it does 
not come in the way of the right knowledge remo¬ 
ving real bondage. Even in the case of yellow 
colour the knowledge is eiTOneons. h'or accoi'ding 
to the Naiyayikas the imt that is begun with 
various coloui's results in one colour namely vari- 
gated. Hence the knowledge of one colour whether 
blue or yellow is sure to be wrong knowledge. If 
different colours even in production retain their 
individuality the colour or Bupa will not be one 
but many and hen.ce will occupy partially the 
substance like samyoga or conjunction. 

Conceding the last concession, we admit tha* 
knowledge should destroyer dispel ignorance only. 
Let there also be a logical concomitance to that 
effect. Even then Mnkti or salvation does not 
necessitate the falsity of bondage or Bandhana. 
Then Shankara ought to have told us only 
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Ajnana produced bondage or it was itself bondage. 
There w'as no necessity of the theory of false 
imposition, being established. But Ajnana is not 
unreal or illusory and when the theory of false 
imposition or Adhyasa itself has no place in 
Brahma sutra, then the falsity of Ajnana based 
on Adhyasa is a still greater improbability. 

Raghavendra here explains an expression 
^TlfoT involving a beautiful imagery and 

the use of practical knowledge. First following 
his analytical method grammatically derives the 
expression, He quotes Amara and assigns 

meaning to it. Kaponi is the outer part of the 
joint between the fore ax'ra and the upper arm. It 
is the elbow. The reading with i is correct 
and not Raghavendra takes great care and 
mentions that the second letter of Pavarga is 
wrong. He quotes for authority the commentary 
of Amara which derives this word from the root 
^wrFcf as ^ T’JrrRr that which helps 

such actions as stretching and others. Then he 
explains the whole phrase as “Just as it is not 
possible to touch jaggery attached to the end of 
the outer part of the middle joint or elbow, so 
also the idea of falsity or erroneous nature cannot 
be ascribed to Ajnana. 

Jayateerth also shows that the generalisation 
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of negation by knowledge and falsit}'’ is found 
broken in the instance of snake poison being real 
yet removed by (knowledge) the meditation of 
of Garuda. But the poison, being a componant 
part of the world the whole of which is false or 
Mithya, is false and not real. Then the Adwaitin 
cannot accuse the assumptions made by us rega¬ 
rding the pot of verigated colour, as the blue sub¬ 
stance also is unreal or Mithya. 

Adwaiti agrees, for the sake of argument, that 
the snake poison is real yet it is not negated by 
knowledge; For Meditation is not of the nature of 
knowledge. Meditation is some mental activity 
and not knOAvledge. Raghavendra anaWses this 
statement and exhausts it in two alternatives 
1) This mental activity is some vibration or 
activity (other than mental) yet happening in 
the mind. 2) or it is the modification of the 
mind itself. In the first alterna.tive if it is 
some super sensible vibration stationed in super 
sensible mind, it is but natural that it is beyond 
the reach of the senses. And if imperceptible 
things are accepted to be perceived by the 
internal eye or sakshi, then too the vibra¬ 
tions being formless cannot be perceived as having 
the form of Garuda in our mind. In the second 
alternative of its being mental' modification we 
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agree with this alternative. Because through 
seeing and hearing mental impressions are produ¬ 
ced. And mental image built with this mental 
stuff, seen by the mind is Meditation. The perce¬ 
ptibility of a thing made of imperceptible stuff 
can be explained in the manner of a Tryanuka 
being perceptible though made of imperceptible 
Dwyannikas. 

Then if Dhyana or medtation is accepted to 
be of the nature of knowledge; then it would be 
wrong to pass an injunction that one should 
meditate. But this objection is easily waved and 
Raghavendra beaittifully presents how that is 
done so. When we read ‘one should meditate’ 
the imperative tells that meditation is the means 
to achieve the aim of our life. Then one desires 
to meditate and does maike an attempt in the 
direction of the means. The mental impressions 
of hearing and seeing lying in heap are awakened 
and formed into a mental image which is seen by 
the mind. This is meditation, though knowledge! 
would not be inoongrouous in an injunction. Bor 
Dhyana does not become the obiect of desire or 
effort. 

Many more examples are given to show that 
knowledge negates real (bondage) and not unreal 
(bondage). The Imowledge of Brahma negates 
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the bondage of man. Therefore the word conve¬ 
ying the meaning of purpose in the sntra does not 
expect the falsity of the bondage. In the sntra if 
it is the investigation of Jeeva that is laid down 
and if' the knowledge of the jeeva negates the 
ignorance of the jeeva and if this is the meaning 
of purpose in the sntra, then it might expect the 
bondage to have been some how unreal. For the 
false imposition of silver on the shell is not negated 
or disproved by the knowledge of a pot. Thus the 
falsity of the bondage expected by the purpose 
of the investigation of Brahma is proved baseless. 
Now the falsity of the bondage that is expected 
by the word conveying subject matter is denied. 
Here also if jeeva had been the subject for enquiry 
then some how, in order to make that subject 
doubtful the bondage consisting of agency or- 
doership and enjoyership would liave been false 
or unreal. But the subject matter is Brahma 
only. Hence that one thing is doubtful and 
another thing is to be investigated is not proper. 

Thus proving that the words in the sutra 
meaning purpose and subject matter do no'*^ 
logical^ expect the falsity of bondage for their 
coherent purport in the sentence and that the 
sentence will be meaning-ful even when w’e do 
not accept the falsity of bondage, he brings home 



90 


to onr mind that there is no need of believing in 
the unreality of bondage. For it is not, really 
speaking, false or mithya. 

Jayateertha discusses the prerequisites of the 
presumption or Arthapatti. That on which the 
presumption is based must be known by evide¬ 
nces. must be Jimtir siPra. Fatness with the 

absence of meals by day should first be ascertained 
by evidences. And this fatness withont meals by 
day time, is found impossible srnq without 

nightmeals. That which is presumed srrwcJi 
or night-eating should be loading to the meaning 
of the sentence, and should not go against facts. 
Therefore presumption has the following usual 
defects:— 1) unwarrented by evidences. 

2) not impossible without that presumption 3) 
Adjustment of meaning even without presum¬ 
ption 4) Adjustment of meaning without it only 
5) presuming some thing which runs contrary to 
evidences. Hence we argue that presumption or 
Arthapatti does not function where there is evi¬ 
dence to the contrary. Here this presumption 
cannot presume the falsity of bondage because 
that goes against the experience of man. Bondage 
consisting of doership and enjoyership, pleasur® 
and pain, when accepted false belies the experi¬ 
ence of man which perceives pleasure and pain by 
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the internal organ of sakshi. Not only the presu¬ 
mption goes against perception but it runs counter 
to other evidences also. Atma is known to be a 
doer for the reason of his %'ssi which is defined by 
Raghavendra as some activity calculated to 
avoid evil and to get good and for the reason of an 
Agama which says “He is the soul who is known 
as ‘I’. 

The objector says that the evidence of presu¬ 
mption is contradicted mainly by perception. But 
perception is not a guarantor of right knowledge. 
For the nature of Atma is proclaimed in Shruti, 
Smriti, Itihasa and Puranas to be one only with¬ 
out second, indifferent to all, having for its esse¬ 
nce, chaitanya (consciousness) Ananda (Bliss) 
Ananta (infinite) not particularised by any limiting 
adjuncts. Invoking the aid of the canons of inter¬ 
pretation this is settled to be the connotational 
meaning of the statements in the Vedas. When 
80 settled and when they directly express this 
meaning, you can by no means make those state¬ 
ments to have a formal meaning. Now how does 
your pratj^aksha or perception remain free from 
calamity though exhibiting Atma or Soul, contrary 
to the vedie statement, to be localised and imme¬ 
rsed in mundane life of misery and others. Really 
speaking the perception does not reveal to us the 



real nature of ‘I*. For ‘I’ is a production of the 
material of spirit. Now this ‘I’ which is in 
essence Brahma screened by beginningless and 
indescribable-Avidya which is a causal back 
ground for the manifestation of generated know¬ 
ledge (f%?rr5T), good and evildeeds, memory, and 
mental impressions, and which presents him 
(Atma) as soul- Therefore all the attributes of 
Atma that are now perceived in him are all false 
as the red colour of a crystal which is imposed 
upon it by the contact of a red flower. Therefore 
the results of perception that the sould is doer 
and enjoyer are contradicted and refuted by the 
statements of Shruti and hence the unreal nature 
of bondage propounded by Shruti stands true and 
undisputed. 

What is said looks very nice to the laymen. 
But to those who are well versed in the science, 
the statements from Shruti cannot be accepted in 
their apparent meaning. To ascertain the 
meaning of statement you must read it in its 
context and the meaning should not be in-consi¬ 
stent with the enunciation at the beginning or 
conclusion at the end- Other canons of inter¬ 
pretation also should be consulted before arriving 
at the interpretation of the statement in Shruti. 
Consis1;ency is the criterion of right interpretation. 
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But there is the fear of great inconsistency 
if the Shruti proves the unreal nature of all things 
other than Atma* .For the statement of Shruti 
proving all things other than Atma false, denies 
its own reality. For Shruti stands in the same 
category of ‘other than Atma’. If it does not 
prove its own falsity or invalidity, Shruti not 
having capacity to prove its own invalidty cannot 
prove the unreality of other things. If it denies 
its own reality then its very existence is at stake 
and like the words of the child of the barren 
mother} cannot prove any other things* 

Jayateertha concedes in all fairness of argu¬ 
ment that Madhva also says that bondage is 
of the nature of error (). Yet he shows 
the difference of view-point in both the systems. 
According to Panini the agent or doer is said to 
be free, (in his activity). Free will or agency in 
an activity or cognition is one not contingent 
upon any other agent than the soul, of course 
subject to the common authority of the Supreme 
Will. (Everything or action within the cosmic 
frame work is subject to the Supreme Will or 
dispensation) The Tarkikas define the agency of ‘ 
the soul as ‘inhering of knowledge, desire of doing 
and activity in the soul’ This agency is an inherent 
quality of the soul and not a borrowed one or 
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through its contact with the conditioning appen¬ 
dage as in Adwaitwada. The same thing is 
declared by the Author of Brahma sutra in the 
aphorism The soul is the agent 

in order that the shastra in the form of injunction, 
and prohibition should have motivation. 

If the soul is the agent then he will be subject 
to such modifications as indifference and error 
and then he will be affected with birth which 
entails transitoriness on the soul. But this obje¬ 
ction is fully thrashed in the samayapada of the 
second Adhyaya. 

As for Adhyasa which is at the basis of the 
illusory nature of bondage it is not refuted in 
toto. Bor Madhva. also accepts (Adhyasa) super 
imposition of some kind. For the soul labours 
under the super imposition,arrogations of complete 
independence to himself. Madhva does not accejjt 
only complete identity of body and soul. For 
he illustrates it mentioning that in common^ 
parlour we say ‘it is my body’ and not ‘I am the’ 
body’ Even discarding identity we can explain 
such references as T am black’ T am lean’ only 
on the principle of supposition This has 

been more clearly explained in Nyayamrita. 

The Adwaitin supposes that the doership that 
really belongs to (a mode of mind) shines 
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in contact with the soul because the soul is tinged 
by it. This is not reasonable- Because the notion 
of T’really belongs to the soul. If it is so, the 
Adwaitin objects, the soul should make its own 
reference with T’. For the soul then shines in 
its native lustre. Then Avidya or Nescience is 
not at all functioning; if so we must have the 
experience of it. Madhva rejoins that even in 
sleep there is no objection for T’ to shine. For 
he remembers afterwards that he had then slept 
soundly. But it is objected that the T’ in this 
cognition is not Atma. For in chandogya Atma 
is referred as same thing distinctly different from 
‘I’. This objection is not sound. For Atma and 
T’ (Ahamkara) are both, the forms of Narayana 
If not how can T’ be described ‘as found in all 
places’. But in some other places as in Geeta 
Ahamkara is mentioned as different from Atma, 
it is one of the twenty four principles and that 
is not the referent in sentences like ‘I slept soundly’ 
Even Brahma refers to himself as T’ when He 
is in the atomic form and is immanent in Jeeva 
or soul while the same is Atma in the all perva¬ 
sive form. Jayateertha makes a grammatical 
distinction between an indiclinable ending in 
»r which means the effect of matter or Prakriti; 
and which is not used'to refer to Atma and 
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which is the nomanative of the pronoun, is 
not used to refer to the effeeV: of Maya. 

Hence' Perception is not a conveyer of erro¬ 
neous knowledge. For the Shruti which tries to 
prove the illusory nature of all things proves its 
own illusory nature and invalidates all know¬ 
ledge it conveys. Therefore the Shruti which 
tells about the illusory nature of knowledge in- 
capatiates itself and proves nothing, Ultimately 
Perception is proved to be not a conveyer of 
erroneous knowledge. 

Now the Adwaitin might contend that Per¬ 
ception is known to be a guarantor of knowledge. 
Shruties and inference in^form us that Perception 
being different from Brahman comes under the 
catagory of illusory things. You should not ask 
why or how an illusory or erroneous lierception 
is a conveyer of knowledge. For looking at a 
piece of Sandal wood we get a combined cogni¬ 
tion that sandal wood is fragrant, only with the 
eye that is aided with the mental impression born 
of smell of fragrance of the sandal piece. So also 
we get a combined cognition that perception 
which is illusory is conveyer of Knowledge. Or 
perception with the eye and with touch both 
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combined to comprehend a pot, would be a co.- 
mbined cognition that the pot has form and 
touch. In the same manner two means of cogni" 

tion, one proving the illusory nature of means 
the other proving the capacity of the means 

to convey knowledge, combine into a single 

psychosis of which is both illusory and conveyer 
of knowledge* 

Jayateerth now refutes this plausible argu¬ 
ment. Just as Adwaitin proves by a statement 
that is illusory in nature, so also a means that 
is illusory is made to convey knowledge 

is proved by an illusory means of knowledge or 
by a sound means of knowledge. 

If it is a real and sound means of knowledge 
that proves the illusory nature of the means that 
conveys knowledge then easily the Adwaitin is 
committed to the system of Dwaita. For two 
real things are accepted. If it is unreal and 

. illusory means that the Adwaitin accepts, then 
it is not acceptable to Dwaitins. 

Among the many facts like dream and 
others which Adwaitin has marshalled, it is 
found that what is illusory is not able to convey 
any knowledge and what conveys knowledge is 
not illusory. For dream is a real phenomenon 

and conveys knowledge. Even line is a symbol 
of a letter just as a word is a s3^mbol of its 
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meening. Hence they being real things indicate 
the things symbolized. 

Shruti says ‘Here there is no manifold thing 
(Mundane line)’ which proves the illusory nature 
of all things other than Brahma. But this 
Shruti means ‘Only there is no distinction invo¬ 
lved in the organic constitution of Brahman’. 
The Adwaitin objects that in this Shruti only 
manifold mundane life is negated; and the exi¬ 
stence of difference is not denied. Eoi the word 
used is ffi^T diiferent thing and not diffe¬ 

rence. 

To this Jayateerth replies that no doubt it 
is the concrete thing that is important; yet diffe¬ 
rence between the parts, between attributes acti¬ 
vities and others is denied which amounts to 
the negation of difference in Brahma* When an 
attributed substance is posited or negated it 
ends in the affirmation or denial of the adjective 
only. If asked why not the negation or affirma¬ 
tion of the attributed whole or the substan¬ 
tive that is qualified, the reply for the first is 
that it is a lengthy process and to the second, 
the attributive adjective comes first* 

If this is not so would not have!been 
mentioned and denied. ‘Nothing’ was there 
would negate all things. “One entering the 
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house-holder’s life (Fsng'^) should not wear old 
and dirty clothes.” In this statement only the 
state of oldness and dirtiness in clothes are 
prohibited and not the clothes themselves* 
Hence it is said that a statement having spent 
its force on an adjective would not reach the 
substantive. In some places the whole of the 
qualified thing is denied as in ‘Here is no man 
holding a stick’ which denies the existence of ‘a 
man holding the stick’ and not merely the stick. 
Such an interpretation is only an exceptional 
case where no other interpretion is allowed. 

If it is objected that the negation of a 
qualified substantive refers to the negation (not 
of an adjective as shown before) of the sub¬ 
stantive; Hence fiTfiT cannot be denied with refe¬ 
rence to Brahman which has no atributes (acco¬ 
rding to Adwaitin), it is cantended that Brahman 
would be proved to have adjectives to qualify 
it. So in the Shruti ‘Here there is not any difiFe~ 
rence’ ‘any’ cannot be denied and 

only ‘difference’ is denied. This is expatiated 
.upon in greater detail in Nyayamrita. 

Jayateerth reminds Adwaitin that he also 
has accepted a real instrument of knowledge 
while proving the existence of positive Nescience 
which is stated by Adwaitin to be the cause o f 
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this cosmic phantasmagoria.. For Adwaitih 
accepts that it is the Sakshi (the internal organ 
of self or Chetana) which proves the existence 
of positive ignorance or nescience in such perce. 
ptions as ‘I am ignorant’. Therefore Adwaitai 
cannot contend that he has accepted only unreal 
instruments of knowledge. For Sakshi is real. 

Jaj’^ateertha admits that he also has admi¬ 
tted the real Sakshi to be the conveyer of the 
knowledge of pain and pleasure. Pleasure and 
pain are directly experienced by the self or 
Sakshi. 

But the Adwaitin contends that the Sakshi 
which experiences ‘Nescience or ignorance’ in 
such experiences as ‘I am ignorant’, is not pure 
self or Chetan which is real. But this instru¬ 
ment of ignorance is covered Nescience when 
experiencing it. Hence this Sakshi also is an 
unreal instrument. Therefore Adwaitin need 
not budge from his contention that an unreal 
instrument is the conveyer of knowledge. 

But this is only a futile contention. For this 
contention cannot avoid the logical falacy of 
mutual dependence. For there is no other exi¬ 
stence of Neacience in his theory than the co¬ 
gnition of it by Sakshi. Hence Sakshi is the 



101 


instrument only after the existence of Nescience. 
And after Sakshi is there available as the insti’u- 
ment of knowledge. Nescience will be proved to 
exist. 

Hence Adwaitin will be reduced to an absurd 
position of being disqalified to enter the lists 
^fthe tournament of dialectic discussion. For 
accepting the unreality of evfery thing except 
Brahmaj Adwaitin shall have to concede the 
falsity of Shruties like Hence 

those Shruties are incapatiated to convey any 
knowledge. Thus being reduced to this absurd 
position, Adwaitin shall have to walk out of 
the lists being completely disarmed. 

But the Adwaitin is proved of being a 
distinguished knighterrant to enter the lists 
and he is not ready to forgo his eligibility to 
fight. Hence he shall have to admit the reality 
of the instruments he cannot parry the blows 
of the opponent; nor can he shower blows upon 
him. 

All communication depends upon real co¬ 
mmunicative instruments. Adwaitin is not eli¬ 
gible for communication; for he has no real 
instruments of knowledge. But to prove this 
coiwerse viz. ineligibility of communication. 



inacceptability of a real instrument is not the 
reason. The real reason is the inability of words 
to convey the meaning though apparently defe¬ 
ctiveless. For the concomitance of ineligibility 
of communication and inaceeptibility of a real - 
instrument is violated. Discorses of the followers 
of one system, though they have accepted real 
instrument of knowledge are discarded by the 
followers of other systems as unfit to prove any¬ 
thing. Therefore it is contended by the Adwaitin, 
that the real reason for'ineligibility for commu¬ 
nicative discussion is the inability of words with 
apparent defectlessness, to convey meaning. 

Now Jayateerth argues that when there are 
no valid instruments of knowledge how will then 
be started any communicative discussion at all ? 
How to expose fallacies ? For assertions and 
negations, entirely depend upon the valid instru¬ 
ments. 

The Adwaitin contends that the discussion 
should be started without any reference to the 
reality or otherwise of the instruments that are 
used. For suppose a discussion is started to 
decide the eternality or otherwise of ‘word’ or 
shabda. Of the two debators one has accepted 
the reality of instrument and the other its 
unreality. Now setting aside the discussion of 
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the eternality of the word if you try to corner 
•your opponent that if he does not accept the 
reality of instrument he is ineligible for the 
debate, you start a different discussion which 
amounts to a stale mate in dialectical discussion. 
For it leads to an endless regress. Therefore it 
is not necessary that one should accept the 
reality of the instruments before entering the 
arena for discussion. 

To all this the reply Jayateertha gives is 
that they only reduce the Adwaitin to an absurd 
position-if he were to accept no real instruments 
of knowledge, and those instruments would not 
yield any knowledge; For an unreal thing is 
known to produce nothing. When they are un¬ 
productive they cannot help the cognitional 
business which entirely depends upon real instru¬ 
ments of knowledge. Hence it eternally fo¬ 
llows as day'follows night on that account 
that Adwaitin cannot participate in the dialectical 
discussion. But he is a participant in dialectics 
and hence the instruments must be accepted by 
him as real. With the threat of ineligibility to 
participation the Adwaitin is forced to accept the 
reality of instruments. 

To the contention that one can enter into 
discussion being neutral in respect of reality of 



instruments, the same may be the reply. For 
in order that a discussion should bear fruit, 
when its nature and condition are settled certain 
rules are accepted willingly by both the parties 
which automatically include the reality of instru¬ 
ments. So the Adwaitin was not aware of his 
own position as a debator; and Jayateerth has 
awakened him to his commitments. 

Even if it is contended that an inferior type 
of reality of instruments is accepted and hence 
no refutation on the ground of unreality of 
instruments can be forced against Adwaitin. 
Jayateerth smilingly brushes aside this conte¬ 
ntion as worthless. For this emperical reality is 
only a technical reality. If it is reality then 
Adwaitin is forced to give up his theory of a 
reality; if on the other hand this phenominal 
reality is stark unreality why all this fuss ? He 
is in the mud again. 

Now the Adwaitin is cornered arid he divides 
reality into three kinds. There is the unsublated 
reality of Brahman. This is the principle reality. 
Now subordinate reality is of two kinds. One is su¬ 
bordinated to Maya and the other is subordinated 
to Avidya.Maya is that evil influence which affects 
the vision of Brahma. Avidya affects the knowledge 
of its own substratum. The resort of Maya is 
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God or Isha while Jeeva or soul is the support of 
Avidya or Nescience, Now the luiowledge of the 
sky and other things is of the first kind. For 
this knowledge of the sky is not proved false by 
any other knowledge than the knowledge of 
Brahma and therefore fit to be accepted as real 
in ordinary daily life of give and take. And 
therefore this reality is called emperical or 
jjragmatic reality. The second kind of reality is 
apparent reality or false reality. This is found 
existing as long as it is appearing, like rope-snake 
or shell-silver. It is not fit for the business of 
give and take. 

This arrangement of three degrees of truth 
,or reality will not take the Adwaitin a long way. 
For whatever degree of truth or reality he may 
adopt for the instruments of knowledge he cannot 
be free from the absurd position in which he 
has been landed. Then in a frantic frenzy 
Adwaitin adopts again a supertechnical reality 
known as ‘Sadasadvilakshana’ and if the whole 
world has this kind of reality then by what evi- 
dences, real or unreal ? Thus he is stranded in 
the same shallow water as before. This has been 
dealt with in detail in Nyayamrita in the chapter 
dedicated to the refutation of three grades of 
reality. 
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Besides a thing different from s‘at is Asat and 
hence an evidence which is Asat cannot be an 
instrument. And if that evidence is different from 
being unreal or Asat it is sat only and hence a 
real thing cannot be Mith5^a or unreal. If on the 
other hand the Adwaitin agrees that a thing diffe¬ 
rent from being unreal or Asat only is fit for the 
business of giving and taking then a thing which 
is apparently real or Pratibhasika of the type of 
shell-silver or Rope-Serpant which is not nonexi¬ 
sting { for it appears existing) might be fit for 
giving and taking. But this is absurd as no one 
can have a silver-bracelet out of illusory silver in 
the Conch-shell. 

The Adwaitin objects that the emperical 
world and the illusory shell-silver though equally 
different from nonexisting thing like hair’s horns 
yet they are different from each other. For illu¬ 
sory things are the objects of erroneous kno¬ 
wledge while the world is made up of the stuff 
of Nescience. But this difference is technical 
and not real. And hence the absurd position to 
which the Adwaitin is reduced is confirmed. 

Even giving up this discussion about Sada- 
sadvilakshana for a moment let us go to the ori¬ 
ginal proposition about the Shruti 
This is not an evidence to prove the emperical 
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world to be indescribable or Anirvaclianeeya in 
nature. For this shruti does not posit that the 
world is always Anirvachaneeya, of the nature of 
being different from existence and non-existence 
(real or unreal) 

The Adwaitin contends that the real evidence 
^n respect of the nature of the world is an infe¬ 
rence, “world under dispute is different from both 
real and unreal for it is sublated by knowledge 
as shell-silver. Then this Anumana or inference 
exerts its influence on the interpretation of 
Shruti, which is then easily cajoled to accept 
the illusory nature of the world. 

But this inference is fallacious. Jayateerth 
first takes up the statement that the world ,is 
sadasadvilakshana for scrutiny. First what is 
this Sadasadvilakshana ? What does sad and 
Asad mean ? Do they mean positive and Nega¬ 
tive ? Or Do they mean existing and non-existing? 
Now in the first alternative the positive world 
(Bhava) is naturally different from the negative 
even in Dwaita System. For Madhva also admits 
the difference between the two Bhava and 
Abhava. In the same way the negative world is 
different from the positive. So if you admit the 
world to be of such a nature it would not be 
disagreeable to Madhva. Besides even if you 
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prove sadaeadvilaksliana to be the attribute of 
the world yet you will not find the world Mithya 
or illusory. 

Thus Jayateerth exhausts all alternatives 
and shows how Adwaitin is foiled in his attempt 
of proving the world to be Anirvachaneeya or 
Mithya. 

In the mean while some one raised an 
objection against the use of the short form of 
^ at the beginning of the pada, as it is prohi¬ 
bited by the rules of Grammar. Hence instead 
of it ought to be arfJiss so that 

the longer form should be used in the place 
of To this Raghavendra replies that 
3 rq?[?t is a Sutra from which is repeated 
and joined to which ultimately 

m'eans that the pronouns and will have 
short forms of ^ and % not at the beginning of 
a Pada. Then there is a general rule that what 
is ordained by a negative is not to be held 
universally true. Hence even at tire beginning 
of a pada the prohibited short form ^ ( as the 
prohibition is not universal) can be used and 
justified. 

Thus refuting the first statement that the 
disputed world is different from sat and Asat 



Madhva shows the hollowness of the reason 
adduced to prove that statement. The reason 
adduced is ‘being sublated by knowledge’- But 
this sublation by knowledge accepted by the Adw- 
aitin is different from that admitted by Madhva 
or Sidhantin. Tor Madhva also sublation of the 
type of sTfirtir (When a thing 

wrongly understood becomes rightly understood 
there is Badha or Sublation.) is acceptable. Oi 
* destruction brought about by the knowledge of 
God also ’ is said to be Badha. Now the reason 
adduced by Adwaitin or Sublation by 

knowledge is different from these two types. 

Now there are different schools among the 
Adwaitiiis who hold different conceptions of 
Badha or Sublation of the phenomenal world. 
Vivarana Kara maintains that Sublation is dis¬ 
appearance of Ajnana or cosmic nescience with 
its productions existing or already merged, by 
knowledge. For he has admitted the illusory 
nature of the world to be ‘Negation of an object 
in a place where it is expected to be’. But 
Sureswara thinks that Sublation arises by know¬ 
ledge born of such statements in Upanishad as 
or 3 rp^rrt*r. After the rise of this know¬ 
ledge we come to know that the cosmic ne-science 
with its productions had never existed before nor 
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is existing now nor will it exist in future. Here 
the reason adduced either belongs to the first 
or second school of Adwaitin. 

But both these are not acceptable to Shri 
Madhva. To this Adwaitin objects that Madhva 
also concedes that the phenomenal world is re¬ 
moved by the knowledge of God. True, yet, it 
is categorically different from the conception of 
Adwaitin. For Adwaitin explains that the 
knowledge of Brahma, disillusions the illusion of 
the cosmic phenomena. While Madhva contends 
that when God’s knowledge, desire, and effort 
become active and alive to the situation the so 
long existing world is physically destroyed as an 
earthen pot is smashed by a club. 

The Adwaitin for the sake of argument may 
even agree to this conception of destruction. But 
Madhva shows that certain eternal things like 
Prakriti and Kala have the immunity from physi¬ 
cal destruction. In the case of such categories 
the creation and destruction are not physical but 
metaphysical. 

Thus showing that the concepts of bondage 
and release are not warranted by evidences Madhva 
goes on to show the inference to be logically 
unsound. 
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In the course of discourse on illusion and 
Sublation Madhva refutes the school which admits 
no illusion and propagates his o-wn concept of 
illusion and sublation. 

First Madhva introduces us to the School of 
Prabhakaras, who are a part of Meemamsakas. 
They pose themselves as the propagators of a 
Khyati. They contend that all knowledge is 
valid, as the object of all knowledge is true. He 
does not agree with the school that propounds 
the theory of Parinamavada that shell is changed 
into silver. For the originatien jof silver cannot 
be explained in the erroneous knowledge of silver 
seeing a piece of shell. Then Prabhakara explains 
his own theory of illusory knowledge. His 
theory is more psychological than metaphysical. 
Now shell has been cognized as silver. The form 
of cognition is/This is Silver’. In this illusory 
perception there are two elements. There is the 
presentation of shell as ‘this’. There is the me¬ 
mory representation as ‘Silver’. Each of these 
elements taken by itself is true. It is only the 
difference between these two elements that is 
the cause of this illusion. The form of memory 
is ‘this is that Silver’. Its presentation is imme¬ 
diate apprehension. It is difficult to understand 
how these two so different are confused. But the 
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Meemamsakas explain - this difficulty in the follo¬ 
wing manner. Owing to some defect in the sense- 
organs the real nature of the thing apprehended 
(‘this’) is not apprehended, but affords some 
similarity to Silver. This excites and revives 
the memory of Silver seen before. Again the 
‘that ness’ in the representation of silver owing 
to some further fault is not brought to consciou¬ 
sness. And the silver is cogjiised as presented. 
The difference between the two is not recognised. 
This non-discrimination gives scope to the illusion 
or false perception which at the first appears to 
us as real as any perception that is valid. And 
we have the cognition ‘this is Silver’. And one 
is tempted to activity to have it. 

Again silver in this illusion is due to memory 
and cannot be disputed. For it is not perceptual 
cognition; there being no contact of the ej%: With 
Silver. It is not also inference. Because we 
have no middle term or Hetu to make the infe¬ 
rence possible. 

Thus there are two psychoses one is prese¬ 
ntation and the other is representation. Prese¬ 
ntation of ‘this’ and the representation of silver 
though different in kind and in their objects, 
yet with the difference blurred and with similarity 
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awakened one psychosis as ‘this is silver’ rise up 
in identification and used in apposition. 

This cognitional phenomenon cannot be 
explained in any other way. Cognition of ‘silver’ 
as said above is Representation or Recollection. 
It is not proper to object that it is not Recolle¬ 
ction because it has no element of ‘that’ in it, 
Ror recollection does not bring the whole of the 
experience to mind. There is the element of pre¬ 
sentation in the cognition ‘this is silver’. But 
the function of the senses ceases when it appre¬ 
hends the similar qualities in the object that 
is before us and awakes the impresses, in the 
mind, of silver experienced before: 

Raghavendra beautifully summaries all this 
in one sentence. This is the view-point of Akhya- 
tavada of Meemamsa. (?? 

wfw m 5^5 srfaait Tarasna 

^Tfsj =asiim«Tfh). This is the silver in the 
combination of two psychoses. One is presenta¬ 
tion and another is representation. Due to some 
defect silver is not cognised and the ‘that ness’ 
(in represention) blurred out. This is borne out 
by the Reductio absurdum theory and the 
principle of eliminations Giving up the ‘this ness’ 
as out of consideration for it is agreed on all 
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hands; consideration is continued only in respect 
of the cognition of silver to be memory or represe¬ 
ntation and evidences are presented in that 
respect. 

Now the Meemamsaka tries to prove that 
the disputed illusory knowledge that ‘this is 
silver’ is valid, because the oongnition of the 
object before us is indeterminate cognition. 
There is also the memory of Silver aroused by 
the similarity of the object before us (Shell). 
Then rises the determinate cognition that ‘This 
is’ and born of this is the cognition of silver 
whose being different and not different is under 
dispute. 

The Meemamsaka contends that deleting the 
disputed difference and non difference if we, keep 
only ‘This is Silver’ retaining their apposition on 
the strength of which there is reference to it, 
no body can object to it. 

But we must clear that ‘Silver’ here is 
memory element. Similar explanations apply 
to the stock examples of dream consciousness, 
yellow couch sell and others. 

Hence the contention of the Meemamsaka 
is that all congnitions are valid, because they 
are cognitions. Here it is' not the ShOll that 
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appears like silver. For shell is not of the nature 
of Silver. We cannot cognise the identity of 
Silver for it does not exist. Therefore the theory 
that there is no illusory knowledge or Akhyati 
Paksha alone is rationally superior. 

Here begins a stiff tussel of dialectical discu¬ 
ssion, Madhva opposes this school because, he 
poses himself to be Neo-Anyatha Khyativadi. 
So he analyses critically theory of Akhyatavada. 

He admits the reputation of Anyatha Khyati 
Vada which is done by the Meemamsakas. For 
Madhwa’s Anyatha Khyati vada to us different 
and it means that one thing is known as another. 
For he says that he calls it Brahma when non¬ 
existent this is known as existing thing. Here a 
pertinent querry is made by the opponent whether 
in the apprehension of one thing as another, the 
nature of being another is real or unreal and the 
reply is that the nature of being another is unreal, 
and it is admitted that an unreal thing also is 
apprehended. Even Silver in the false appre¬ 
hension is unreal. 

Now Madhwa calls himself Abhinava Anya' 
tha Khyatiwadin. In the case of illusion the 
question of object and sense arises. A rule is 
necessary to fix up this relationship, which Jaya- 
teertha defines. The knowledge of a certain thing 



arises when that thing gets contacted with a 
certain sense. Then that thing is the object of 
that sense, while settling the causal relation we 
must take into consideration the contact with 
the sense which must be incorporated into the 
body of the Cause. But all contacts cannot gene¬ 
rate the effect. For the contact of the eye with 
other cannot be the cause of Perception of form 
of Ohata. But we mean only those contacts when 
are inevitable or unavoidable. Then the contact 
of Smoke or Hetu with the support of Fire viz. 
mountain will give rise to the knowledge of Lingi. 
That means Parvata also would be object of 
inference. 

The simple meaning of this Apadana is that 
the inference born of the cause or smoke which 
is ill contact with the Paksha or mountain, shall 
also include the mountain as its object. 

But this Apadana is not undesirable. For 
an inference includes among its objects minor 
premise and its supporter Paksha or mountain. To 
this an objection is raised that Paksha is not an 
object of inference only minor premise or Sadhya 
is the object to be inferred. Because ‘ that can 
be the object of that knowledge which is generat¬ 
ed w^hen the sense is contacted with that object * 
this definition is applicable only to Sadhya alone 



117 


and not to ' Paksha. For contact with Ling is 
nothing but invariable concomitance of it with 
Sadhya. This Vyptic is not to be found in Paksha 
and it is found only in Sadhya. 

But Paksha is not to be found invariably 
with hetu or major premise. Still in the inference 
which recognises five or minor premise also 
cognkes Paksha in its form. ‘ There is fire on the 
Mountain When we take this as our contact 
Parvata or Paksha also is the object of inference. 
But mere objectification does not give a 
place in the form of inference. If mere objecti¬ 
fication is the cause of apprehence, then there 
should be no apprehension of Silver in the false 
knowledge ‘ this is silver ’• For Silver is not 
objectified in the required sense. 

It is ultimately settled that if a thing should 
be the object of cognition, it should be contacted 
with the instrument which causes the cognition. 
But in the erroneous knowledge ‘this is Silver’ 
Silver is the object of knowledge though it is not 
contacted with the sense of sight (Because Silver 
is not at all existing). This is true. But in this 
illusory apprehension of Silver, Silver is the 
object of Cognition though it is the shell that is 
contacted with the sense of sight. But this 
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supposition will not lead to an anarchy and 
confusion. For such an anarchy prevails only 
when some blemish or defect is the cause of 
cognition and not in the case of normal cogni¬ 
tions. 

Even if we stick to the rule that, that is the 
object of knowledge which when contacted with 
the sense appears in the apprehension, still this 
does not go against our experience* For if shell 
is contacted and shell is apprehended yet Silver 
is the object of knowledge then there is really 
gain-saying of our experience. We never admit 
that shell is apprehended in the illusory cognition 
‘this is Silver’. Because we state that after the 
illusion, apprehension ofshell immediately negates 
the cognition of Silver. And experience is not 
contradicted by admiting that ‘this’ is contacted 
and apprehended in the knowledge ‘this is Silver’. 
Hence there is no objection if ‘this’ is contacted 
and apprehended. 

So far ‘Silver is 8een‘ is an optic illusion. 
Admitting this and conceding any objectivity 
to so shell-Silver in the illusion one definition 
was given. Now Paksha and shell-Silver are both 
admitted as objects of knowledge. And a defi¬ 
nition which is applicable to both generated and 
ungenerated knowledge will be given. 
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The cognition of a thing as its object is the 
cause of the expression of that thing as the object 
of that cognition. But it is not that every co¬ 
gnition produces an expression. The cause has 
merely the potentiality of producing the expre¬ 
ssion. The cause has merely the potentiality of 
producing the expression and not the a.ctuality of 
producing always the effect of expression of that 
thing as the object of cognition, 

There is reason for accepting wrong knowledge 
which apprehends a thing wrongly. The chief 
reason is the senses. Though for right knowledge 
also the same senses are the reason yet the senses 
that are affected with defects produce wrong 
knowledge. This rule is applicable not only in 
epistomology but also in other fields. But as in 
other fields the defects merely hinder the natural 
capacity to produce the effect, and they do not 
contribute for the production of the effect. Tbi® 
is not true; other wise true knowledge which is 
the cause of valid expression, would not have 
been the cause Of even invalid expression. 

Again there is further investigation of illusory 
cognition and of its causes. The defects and 
auxilary causes have their own part to play in 
creating optic illusion. 
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A series of syllogistic inferences are used to 
show the cognition ‘this is Silver’ is a wrong co¬ 
gnition, sublated later on by a true cognition ‘this 
is shell and not Silver’ The inferences adduced 
by the Parvapakshin to prove that ‘this is Silver’ 
is valid knowledge are fully proved to be fala- 
cious and hence they are rejected and its inva¬ 
lidity is accepted. 

Some others like Kamanuja contend that 
there is no illusory cognition at all. Ramanuja 
forms a sub variety of Akhyati Paksha. 

Ramanuja propounds his theory of Satkhya- 
tivada thus: All appearances, in illusory kno¬ 
wledge form objects of knowledge; these objects 
have real existence and are valid entites. These 
apprehences even in false perception like ‘this is 
Silver’ even at the sight of shell are valid and 
have objective reality. Ramanuja explains his 
extreme reality defending upon his metaphysical 
theory of Panchikarana or Trivritkarana. Panchi 
karana is a theory in which all the cosmic mani¬ 
folds are mixed substances. They contain all the 
five Bhutas or the five gross elements* The Tri¬ 
vritkarana implies that the cosmic world is made 
tripartite and this tripartite constitution is 
apprehended in all valid perceptions. In Cha- 
ndogya it is said that every entity of earth or 



fire or water is made tripartite. Then he corro¬ 
borates this truth with quotations from Purana 
and Brahma sutra. By tripartite he means each 
thing is made up of all elements. Or each thing is 
made up of three elements, earth, fire and water. 

Now he gives the evidence of pre supposition 
or Arthapatti. In Jyotistoma one should 
pour somajuice in fire, while in Darsha purna 
Masa corn substances are to be thrown. Therefore 
Soma and others alone are accepted. In the 
absence of these the sacrMcers choose Putika as 
the representative of Soma and others for sacri¬ 
ficial objects. This choice is justified only on 
the pre supposition that every object is consti¬ 
tuted with all elements. Though all the elements 
of Soma are not to be found in Putika yet a few 
have justified the choice of Putika. 

Ramanuja also adduces the evidence of per¬ 
ception. The similarity of one thing to another is 
nothing but the constitution of one thing with the 
same elements of the other thing. As there are 
elements of Silver in the oyester shell the perce¬ 
ption of Silver is valid cognition. The arrange- 
inent of denotation and utility is settled by the 
understanding of majority of elements- When 
we cognize an object with mejority of elements. 
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then the cognition of a thing with minority of 
elements is set aside. On this very basis, procee-- 
ding towards Silver and receding from Silver; 
and sublation after illusion are explained. In 
the same manner all so called wrong perceptions 
like yellow shell, dream objects. Redness of the 
crystal, mirage and others, are to be considered 
as valid perceptions. 

But this theory is not sound; For the XJpa- 
nishadic and Puranik quotations only prove 
the mixture of earth fire and not the mixture 
of shell and Silver. Now you cannot even in 
fer the effect of the mixture of causes like 
earth fire and water, every where. For the 
existence of cause does not certainly warrant 
the existence of the effect in the form of ele¬ 
ments of all things in every place. If it is a 
fact then just as Silver appears in the shell every 
thing ought to have appeared there. 

Besides the Presupposition based upon 
Shrutiis most unreasonable. For let us know 
how many elements of Soma plant are to be 
found in Putika* Are they in majority or in 
equality or in minority. In the first alternative 
if some elements are in majority it is Soma 
plant and not Putika Anukalpa. An Anukalpa 
in Meemawsa is a subordinate thing to repre- 
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sent a predominent thing. It is argued 
that Soma is fully Soma when Soma is 
available. But when Soma is in majority in a 
thing taken in its place then because soma is 
not fully available in it, it is the Anukalpa of 
Soma. This does not hold good. Eor even Soma is 
not fully Soma but only has majority of elements 
of Soma. In the second alternative when both 
the elements are equal both shell and Silver 
should appear. And in the third alternative in 
which Soma is in minority of elements how can 
that do the work of Soma ? If it still does then 
even shell should do the work of Silver. 

Then there is a long discussion over the 
nature of Similarity according to the theory of 
tripartite constitution of things. Exposing its 
artificiality and for- fetchedness Shri Madhva 
stops from refuting still further the ridiculous 
theory. 

Jayateertha after the refutation of the real 
nature of objects of Sense-deception directs us 
to deal with other illustrations of objects of 
wrong knowledge. It is a heavy list of things 
of different nature requiring different methods 
of refutation. Now Raghvendra comes to our 
help and shows how unreasonable it is to concede 
uncontested reality to objects of valid cognition 
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on the principle of tripartite constitution of this 
heavy list. Dream stands first- 

1) Dream is the creation of God as told 
in the Upanished and hence all things seen in 
the dream are real being created by God and 
their cognition is valid. But this contention is 
untenable because after the wake up we say 
*So long it was only dream and not wake ful state’ 
This refutation comes in the way of accepting 
dream things as true. 

2) As for the redness of the crystal, there 
is the contact of red flower with the crystal and 
hence the real red rays are contacted with the 
eye. Hence the cognition of redness is not erro- 
neaous. If it is so another thing near the red 
flower also should look red. . 

3) As for the contention that in the illusion 
of Mirage the eye comes in contact with the 
watery particles is refuted by refutation of the 
example of shell Silver. 

4) In case of the fire brand circle (ir5rRr^5i>) 
its perception is explained that when the fire 
brand is swung round very rapidly it touches 
all points on the circle and thus creates a notion 
of a fiery wheel. Hence it is no illusion. But 
it is an optic illusion to common people, 



125 


5) The visual^ rays emitted towards the 
mirror are reversed by the mirror and these rays 
in the reverse order apprehend man’s face on 
his neck. Therefore the apprehension of the face 
is real. This is refuted later on. 

6) In the case of direction being mistaken 
as when we take north for south, the object of 
perception is true because even in the north 
there are the elements of the South. Hence this 
is no erroneous knowledge. Now this is proved 
wrong by the instance of Shell-Silver. 

7) Now the case of double moon perception 
is similar. Through the pressure of the 
finger upon the eye, the visual rays go out divi¬ 
ded. Some rays go straight while others travel 
oblique. The straight going rays touch the Moon 
in her place, while the rays going obliquely catch 
the Moon from a distance. Thus there is the 
double Moon perception which is valid. But this 
method is adopted only when the perception 
is proved valid; and that is never proved vaM. 

Here comes another belonging to a group of 
the Naiyayikas, who say that erroneaous cogni¬ 
tion is only determinate pereption born of two 
psychoses, their difference being not cognised. Be¬ 
cause the residual impression of Silver along 
with the sense affected with defect becomes co- 
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ntacted with, the shell not knowing or knowing 
the difference between the two, produces one dete 
rminate cognition, with the object of the ‘this’ and 
the piece of shell which ^is contacted by the sense. 
Two things appearing in the cognition, the deffe- 
rence being not appiehended form the expression 
which amounts to a false knowledge. Showing its 
falsity the apprehension of difference is called the 
sublating knowledge. But one does not appear 
as another as said by others. 

Jayateertha exposes this school to ridicule. 
For the Meemawsaka in accepting the view of 
Akhyati Vada has some motive. Because on the 
basis of this Vada he builds the validity of the 
Vedas. But this junior school of Naiyayikas 
disregarding the tenets of their ancestors that 
one thing appears as another, has nothing to 
gain by accepting Akhyati Vada. 

Now Jayateerth critically reviews the theory 
of the ancient Naiyayikas who contend that the 
Silver that is superimposed is, real. That a 
thing is what it appears to be, is a general rule. 
An exception is accepted only when there is 
great objection to it. In the cognition ‘this is 
Silver’ three things appear viz ‘This’ ‘ Silver ’ 
and ‘their identity. Here Silver and Silverness 
and the thing called ‘this’ are not sublated in 
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later knowledge and hence they are not unreal. 
Only their identity is negated and hence it is 
unreal. The presentation of Silver is explained 
thus: the Silver that is apprehended is not 
existing here but is existing in a distant place. 
But all this is proved false by every body’s 
experience which is obtained in later sublation. 
Its form is clear ‘So long it is only uoreal Silver 
that appeared to us’. Some of ancient Naiya* 
yikas accept this story of unreal Silver appearing 
in the false cognition ‘this is Silver’. Among the 
Baudhas there are Vijnanvadis who argue that 
the Silver in ‘this is Silver’ is real, no doubt. 
But there is no extra mental reality. Hence it is 
mental or internal reality. For it is neither 
objectively real or unrealj it is of the nature 
of consciousness. He also uses the following 
syllogistic reasoning; This Silver appearing in 
shell is of mental nature because it is perceived 
without sensual contact. The only erroneaous 
nature of it is that the internal appears as 
external. And the sublation or negation is justi¬ 
fied by proving that it is not objectively exter¬ 
nal as it is only subjectively internal. This 
' theory is not reasonable. For if that Silver is 
objectively real it is belied by our experience 
that an unreal piece of Silver appeared. And 
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the theory of illusion is found coherent with 
an unreal piece of Silver. The Baudha need not 
run to apply the principle of elimination as 
done before. If, on the other hand it is objecti¬ 
vely unreal it cannot even be seen as objectively 
real. It is not that objective reality alone is 
negated by the unreality of the perceived. For 
its subjectivity or internality is not,warranted 
by evidences. 

For refuting the syllogistic reasoning Jaya- 
teerth asks if the . apparent Silver appears with¬ 
out sensual contact or without sensual contact 
alone. In the first alternative, perception with¬ 
out sensual contact concomitant with internality 
is violated in the externality* The reason addu¬ 
ced that there is no sensual contact is dis¬ 
proved because the perception of Silver comes 
after sensual contact with the shell. The direct 
perceptive nature of the cognition is accepted 
because there is the sensual contact with shell. 

This theory of internality of Silver leads to 
ridiculous absurdity. For suppose burning is super 
imposed on Gunja punja; then this burning is 
some thing internal and it may cause the burning 
of the stomach. If it is not so even the internal 
is um’eal and the object of illusion is fully 
unreal. Thus the Baudha shall have to surrender 
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his theory of Atma or consciousness being the 
object of wrong cognition. 

Now sonie among the Baudhas contend that 
the fully unreal is the object of wrong cognition. 
This super imposed Silver is not real. For it is 
negated by later knowledge. Nor is it both real 
and unreal. For the idea of reality and unreality 
of one and the same thing, at the same time, in 
the same place, amounts to self contradiction. 
Keality and unreality, if conceded in different 
places and at different times then the super 
imposed Silver is no less than an ordinary pot 
of emperical truth. The cognition of pot also 
would amount to illusion. 

Now we must scrutinize here, what 
constitutes the theory of unreality of an illusory 
object. If it means that the real piece of shell 
being cognized as silver which is not existing at 
: all times and in all places, then we shall accept 
your theory with all submissiveness. If on the 
other hand what is perceived in the erroneous 
knowledge; .‘this is Silver’ is all unreal, then we 
honourably differ from you as the ‘this’ referring 
to shell is real, before and after the sublation. 
(Therefore this theory is not sound, 

Mayavadi appears on the scene. His conten¬ 
tion is that the super imposed silver is Anirva- 
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chaneeya or indescribable. Tbis is not reasonable 
as it is not held up by evidences, then they run 
like this. This shell silver is indescribable as the 
cognition is born of some epistemological defect 
like identity warranted by erroneous cognition. 

First Jayateerth critically analyses the 
concept of Anirwachaneeyatwa or indescribabi- 
lity. Adwaitin explains it as Tt is neither real 
nor unreal nor both’. This is considered as Ani- 
rwachaneeya. But Jayateertha says that he has 
not accepted the reality or the reality and un¬ 
reality; hence ‘it is neither real nor both’ is also 
acceptable to him. Hence his attempt to prove 
it is carrying coals to Newcastle. If on the other 
hand his intention is only to prove the negation 
of unreality, then the experience that it was 
unreal to the core, gainsays the conclusion he 
has arrived at. 

Besides the reason that it is a cognition 
born out of some defects is a futile reason or 
non existent reason. For the cognition of ‘this’ 
is only a modification of Antah karana or mind 
through the contact of sense; This is one cogni¬ 
tion while another is that of Silver. In respect 
of this super imposed Silver without sense-contact 
it is production of Aanjna or nescience. The 
first cognition being true and valid is not born 



of defects. Though illusory knowledge is bom 
of defectsJyet being the effect of Ajnana or 
nescience it is not of the nature of knowledge. 
As for Sakshi being eternal and unborn it is 
not produced at all. Hence the reason is futile 
and non-existant. For the fact that an object 
of cognition born of defects is not to be found in 
Shell-Silver. Hence the reason is futile. 

This theory of Anirvachneeya too is fully 
reviewed and its loop-holes are fully exposed 
in Nyayamrita. But here let us scratch it a 
little more. More over Advitis should explain a 
little more about ‘this is Silver’. Is this eternal 
or temporary ? If it is eternal its cognition 
should be co extensive with it and hence eternal. 
If it be temporary it must be born and its cause 
should be provided. 

Avidya cannot be the cause of its origins* 
tion. For in Adwaita Avidya will have nothing 
to cover. This will be explained later on. 
Avidya seeks its substratum in Atma and then 
it would shine only inside, and not outside. 
Its effect naturally the Silver also would shine 
inside only. But Atma is all-pervading; hence 
Avidya seeks Atma which is limited by shell and 
produces Silver which appears contacted with 



sliell only. If it is said so then Silver should 
appear always, 

Let us try to know ihore about this Shell 
Silver as supposed by Adwaitin in , order to 
sho w inexplicability of the appearance of Silver. 
We must know if this Silver appears ■ due to. 
sense contact or through residue impressions as 
of x)ast things. Or is Silver- apprehended by 
Sakshi or internal soul as pleasure and pain are 
done. The first alternative! is not accepted because 
Adwaiti accepts that due to contacts with affe¬ 
cted senses, Ajnana or nesciene sheltering with 
souT limited by shell changes into Silver and 
cognition of Silver. Thus Silver and its cogni^ 
tion come into existence at one and ' the'^samd 
time. The second alternative is not reasonable. 
Because it is not warranted by experience. 

The third alternative also is not acceptable. 
Raghavendra now explains the form and method 
of perception through senses in Order tO:Under- 
stand the significance of the apprehension by 
Sakshi or internal organ. Just as water running 
from a lake through canal enters into the field 
and assumes the square -form of the field, so 
also Antahkarana which is fiery by nature and 
made Tip of its particles comes out of the eyes 
and others and transforming itself , into a, long 
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piece of light covers the wliole of the object and 
assumes its fotm^ This is vritti or emperical 
knowledge (common!knowledge). In the same 
manlier the soul residing, in the shell and limi¬ 
ted by the cognition of shell Mentfies itself with 
the soul or Jeeva limited by Antahkarana, both 
being limited by the same adjunct. 

Sakshi is no other than Jeeva or soul identi¬ 
fied with the ioiil llirnited by the adjunct of the 
substratum’ of the illusion. It is by this Sakshi. 
that the Silver as eontaeted with shell is made 
to shine or 'appear. 

Hence the appearance of Silver entirely depends 
upon' the sense contacting the object shell. So: 
Sakshi does not apprehend Silver directly with¬ 
out the rnedium ' of senses; 

.Besides if the Sillver :is Anirvaehaneeya or 
indescribable then-how do. we feel at the time 
of appearance that it is real and at the time 
of sublation that it is unreal ? Why do we not 
cognise it to be Ahdrvachaneeya? Silver no donbt 
is Asat or unreal not completely but onty in 
a limited sense. Sat is pragmatic utility, and 
Asat is denied that- pragmatic : utility. If this 
is - the contention of Adwaitin then pragmatic 
utility is. not the.point at^issue to him. If utility 
is' the point at issue then the Adwaitin would 
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be cornmitted to the theory of Anyatha khyati- 
vada (First Silver was thought to be useful then 
it was found that it was useless). 

Now suppose the argument is put forth 
that shell Silver is unreal as it is not perceived. 
To this Jayteerth replies that the contrary 
might be proved. Shell Silver is unreal as it 
is perceived. 

Adwaiti’s argument that if shell* Silver is Asat 
it cannot be perceived is hollow. For he would 
have been able to prove Silver’s absence of un¬ 
reality on the ground of its perception? only when 
there is concomitance between unreality and 
imperceptibility. This concomitace suffers viola¬ 
tion at the hands of Adwaitin because he has 
to admit perceptability of an unreal thing. For 
he admits the cognition of a thing different 
from pot he must cognise the pot. For the 
knowledge of difference entirely depends upon 
the knowledge of the counter-entities concerned. 
So if you want to attribute distinction of Asat 
to shell-Silver you must know the Asat which 
is its counter entity. 

Enough of this prolixity. Let us first res¬ 
trict ourselves to the notion that Asat has no 
cognition. When we deny cognition to Asat we 
must have cognized Asat. For if one denies 
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whiteness to a pot he must have cognised the pot. 
Hence Asat is cognisible. 

To this there is an objection froni the Adwati. 
He does not deny cognition of Asat in general* 
But he says Asat is not directly perceived as a 
real thing. 

Really speaking super-imposition is imposing 
some thing on another thing where it does no* 
exist. But this will not lead to Anyathakhyati. 
Adhisthana or substratum or shell as associated 
■^ith:Sil\rer is Anirvachaneeya or mithya while 
esSopi^ial (i^hell) is real. That which is super 
imposed viz Silver is both associatively and 
essentially unreal. This is the theory of Adwaitin. 

But the Anyatha Khyati-wadies think both 
shell and Silver as associated are unreal but 
essentially are real. The relationship between 
the'two is identity, which when it shines becomes 
the cause of attempt to get it. The Silver refe¬ 
rring to ‘thia‘ of shell and ‘this’ referring to 
are both imposed; and imposed form is 
false and yet it is perceived as real. Hence the 
eoneomitance of Asat not being perceived is vio¬ 
lated in illusory knowledge. So you cannot co¬ 
nclude the shell Silver being perceived cannot be 
Asat, 
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The shell-Silver is not sat or real;: For then 
in sound knowledge also shell should have appe¬ 
ared as Silver, so it is not sat or real. 

Thus “Asat does not appear as sat in a 
perception” This rule is violated else where. 
For the reality that appeared in shell-Silver was 
unreal no doubt. Still it appeared as real in 
the perception of Shell-Silver 

Even Anirwachaneeyatwa attributed to shell 
-Silver must be accepted as appearing sat in 
the perception. For dur experience at the time of 
illusion corroborates this and we feel at that time 
the urge to get it. Therefore the world of illusion 
cannot be explained the world being Anirva- 
chaneeya. 

So long it was argued that bondage cannot 
be superimposed and illusory and while dis¬ 
cussing the desirability of the investigation of 
Brahma it was out of context. And the Adwaitin 
had in this context tried to prove that bondage, is 
the product of cosmic nescience which is illusory 
or Mithya. In order to prove that their conte¬ 
ntion is unreasonable, Madhva..says that Nescience: 
is not possible and its functional necessity cannot 
be explained. 

This cosmic' nescience or Ajnana is some 
positive substance and not the negation of 



Ajnana or knowledge. Now the Ajnana cannot 
stand on its own legs. It must have substratum. 
What is its support must be scrutinized. Jeeva or 
soul or Brahma the supreme soul or the insentient 
Jada- one of these three entities must have 
supported Ajnana. But it cannot choose the soul 
for its support.This is explained later on.Insentient 
Jada is not accepted as the support of Ajnana; 
Besides there is mutual idependencer . For when 
Ajnana is proved then the insentient its product 
is proved. And when jfda is proved then with 
it as its support Ajnana, will he proved. Ajnana 
■^thout a support to hold, it cannot come into exi¬ 
stence. When Ajnana takes recourse to Brahma? 
and covers Brahma in such a manner that 
Brahma will not know Brahma Himself. 

Madhva says that Ajnana cohnot cover or 
hide Brahma who is attributeless and who i® 
seif luminous, froni him self. A thing is shin¬ 
ing and is hidden is contradiction in terms. 
Avarana of hiding has only one purpose to serve 
and that is to hide the light that is ever burning. 
When Brahman is self-luminous, it goes without 
pfbving that Brahman does not require the help 
of another light; Therefore Ajnana cannot even 
put out the light of Brahman. 
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Now the attributes like ‘not h&ving second* 
in Brahma are accepted not as different 
from Brahman, and hence how can they be Mithya 
or illusory ? To this the reply of Adwaiti is that 
‘not having second’ is real essentially; yet as an 
attribute of Brahma it is unreal. So it is said 
“Though they (attribates) are one with Brahman? 
they appear to be different.” 

Attributes even as attributes cannot be Mithya 
or illusory. For again it takes us in to logical 
pits of fallacy called Mutual Dependence. For 
all things except Ajnana are considered to be 
Mithya. And all other things are required to be 
Mithya to be objects of Ajanana for its covering. 
Hence the Mutual dependence. 

When all the causes are there and the effect 
is not coming forth then we are justified in 
supposing that there is some hindrance working 
as cover. Jada or insentient can neither co* 
gnise itself nor others because it is not of the 
nature of consciousness. So Adwaiti thinks that 
there is no point in considering Jada to be the 
support of Ajnana. 

Besides if Ajnana were to seek shelter with 
Jada tnen Ajnana will not be cognised at all* 
A thing is cognised in its own light or sheltering 
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with some light* Ajuana has no light of its own; 
nor ^ada has it, being the support of Ajnana. 

Hence Ajnana cannot be explained by Adwa- 
itin. In the absence of Ajnana it cannot be the 
material cause of Bandha which then cannot be 
Mithya* This will lead to the futility of all 
Shastras. 

Here Jayateerth uses 5JT«ff»rr^'s!Tr5r which is a 
chwee form, in grammar^, becomes futile 

would have done the Work, But the first one the 
ehwee has a special meaning, 

is the sutra of Panini. Chweeis 
used in the sense of ‘that which was not before’. 
Here the word is used together with the 
root Then siisr becomes Thus it becomes 
winf»rr^rcf. The Shastra will become futile. This 
futility was not before and it is happening now. 
That this futility of the Shastras is not a desirable 
thing is the meaning carried by ehwee. 

For in order to provide motivation to Shastras 
(to provide Subject matter and purpose) imposition 
of false bondage on Atma is described at length. 
Hence this bondage is made up of the stuff of 
Ajnana or nescience. This Ajnana is again Suppo¬ 
sed to be Mithya or false. Then it is superimposed 
on Atma. For all false things (Mithya things) are 
thus characterised as superimposed on Atma* But 
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one Ajnana is the material cause of another and 
that is of the third and so on. Hence it leads to 
Infinite Regress. 

‘‘This positive and inexplicable character 
of Ajnana is apprehended through perception, 
inference and some other logical proofs, thait 
Ajnana becomes directly cognizable to internal 
perception is patent enough from such judge¬ 
ments as ‘I do not know’ ‘I do not know my 
self or others’. In fact such a judgement presents 
itself directly to the mindi. It must not be 
^regarded as a case of antecedent ..nonexistence, 
of knowledge which is presented to the mind 
not immediately, hut mediately through the 
Anupalabdhi, an indirect proof. Even if it be 
admitted that negation is immediate in its per-* 
oeption, the position does not improve. Eor 
the experience under discussion presupposes that 
there is always a cognitive element in the self 
which recognises the negatiye charaGter of the 
judgement. The consciousness of the non-exi¬ 
stence of the knowledge is some kind of know* 
ledge and as such cannot be explained awajif. 
as mere negation. Eor it leads to an apparent 
self contradiction.” 

If Ajnana were to be the material cause of 
Ajnana there would be an endless regress. Upon 



this the Adwaitia contends that no such fallacy 
would accrue to our ■ Theory of Ajnana. For 
,Ajnana is the production of itself as the material 
cause. 

To this the reply is that self dependence is 
fhe fallacy. Here is a scope for mis-interpre- 
tation. srqqfr should be taken as one word or it 
SshOuld be taken as two words. Jayateertha shows 
that it is one Nipata and not two as3r«Tand^. 
Kaghavendi’a makes the point clear. The whole 
of represents one alternative and not two, 
•one by 3r«r and; the other by 

A] nana cannot be said to be eternalj For it 
must be either Swabhavika (not produced by any 
•thing)orft must be the effect of something.In both 
the eases it is hot free from logical'falaey. Besides 
this Avidya or Ajnana may be granted for argu¬ 
ment’s sake to be one and eternak ; Even then it 
must be settled whether it is essentially real or it 
has only apparent reality (which means that its 
escistance is only appearance and there is no further 
reality). If Chaitanya or soiil were to remain 
detached and free from any sort of blemish 
A jnana must appear, and take up work of cosmic 
delusion. If this Ajnana is one you may avoid 
the regress infinite of Ajnana; but you cannot 
avoid the infinite regress of the appearance of 
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Ajnana* One appearance leading to another and 
so on. For if Ajnana were to appear before 
Chetana it must have the help of another and 
so on. 

Instead of using Anavastha (endless regress) 
the word Anavasthitih is used just to show that 
it has sanctity of the vedas. This is the statement 
made by Jayateertha. Modern critics feel that 
it is ridiculous to lend Vaidic sanctity to regulate 
usages. So, Raghavendia quotes instance of 
this type from classical literature. Kalidasa 
in his famous work Kumara Sambhava says 
‘saw Triambaka the ascetic’; the usage of 
Triambaka is defended by Mallinatha as having 
the sanctity of Vaidic usage though it is secular 
Kavya. This shows Raghavendra’s a aquaintance 
with classical literature and its conlmentary 
literature. But there Vaidic sanctity is Mithya 
everything being emperical; here Vaidic sanctity 
is real as we recognise all things to be real* 

Now Adwaiti rises to the occasion. He 
presents his side clearly and boldly. He admits 
Ajnana to be eternal and positive and to be 
sublated by- knowledge. In this connection he 
marshalls all evidences to prove this states 
inent: Perception, inferential reasoning, Vedic 
word, and presupposition. As perception he 
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cites instanceB of experiences like ‘I am ignorant' 
*I do not know myself and others’. No one should 
doubt that such experiences are explained by 
the experiences of ^absence of knowledge and not 
by some positive entity. For the experience is 
warranted by internal eye or Sakshi as happi¬ 
ness in such direct experience as ‘I am happy. 
So it is not a negative entity. Had it been a 
negative entity it must have been apprehended 
by the sixth evidence of Anupalabdhi. Even 
those who say that an Abhava or negation is 
apprehended by Pratyaksha or perception cannot 
explain Ajnana in the Atma as the negation of 
knowledge. For the cognition of a negative 
entity first the cognition of its locus and counter 
entity is essential. Hence in both alternatives 
that there is such cognition and that there 
is no such congition you cannot prove 
the negative nature of Ajnana. ‘There is no 
knowledge in me’. This cognition presupposes 
apprehension of the locus Atma and the counter 
entity of T’ in Atma> There is negation and 
hence its negation cannot be apprehended. If 
on the other hand the locus and counter entity 
are unknown you cannot have the apparehension 
of their negation. 
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You should nob object how the object of 
Ajnana which distinguiSbes it from other subjects 
becomes cognized by Sakshi the internal eye. 
For all objects become known to Sakshi either 
as known or as unknown. If they are to be 
cognised by Sakshi as known they seek the help 
of the senses. Otherwise when they are to be 
known as unknown to Sakshi they are directly 
apprehended by Sakshi thus it is proved by 
perception that Ajnana that is in Atma is posi¬ 
tive in form* 

The recollection of some experience at the 
time of sleep is ‘I^ did not know any Jthing at 
that time’ This experience does not cognise 
Ajnana in the negative* For negative cognition 
needs the cognition of locus and its counter 
entity. But here there is no recognition of 
any thing. Hence this Ajnana is not negative 
but positive* 

This is no inference which is now ma4e after 
'the experience we had in sleep. For inference 
we do need a Linga or invariable sign of it 
invariably associated with it. But there is no 
such Linga. 

Thus there is perception to prove the positive 
nature of Ajnana. In this connection the Adwaitin 
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adduces Anumana or syllogistic reasoning to 
prove the positive nature of Ajnana. 

The knowledge (under dispute) established 
by one of the different means of proof (RJim 5rrf») 
which lights up or intellectually illuminates the 
objects of knowledge which were not known 
before,annihilaltes ignorance having four charact¬ 
eristics 1) that ignorance is different • from pre¬ 
existing negation of itself 2) that ignorance had 
so long been screening the objects which are after 
wards intellectually illuminated by jth) or 

knowledge established by valid means of proof 

3) that this ignorance is capable of being annihi¬ 
lated by the act of intellectual illumination and 

4) that the ignorance was located in the locality 
of the said illumination, just as the first rays of 
the lamp which light Up and illuminate objects 
not already illuminated annihilate darkness which 
is not the pre-existing negation of illumination but 
has a positive existence a concrete content that 
the darkness has been screening the objects which 
are afterwards illuminated by the rays of the 
light and that the darkness was located in the 
locality now occupied by the rays. 

Now Raghavendra brings the treatment of 
this very subject in Nyayamrita and Vadavali to 
bear upon the present inference,the four adjectives 
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mentioned to qualify ‘ the other positive object ’ 
in the sadhya, have the purpose of 
warding off the possibility of proving the sadhya 
without proving the existence of Ajnana-proving 
only the existence of the pre-existing negation of 
knowledge, to be got from the Pramana or by the 
existence of Adrista which would obstruct it or 
by proving another quality of hiding or being 
unknown proved by it. In the illustration it is 
already found that the darkness which is the 
other thing in the rays of the light is existing. 
The reason ‘which lights up intellectually the 
objects which were not known before’ in the 
illustration, proves another object. Now wo 
must know the nature of that. And that is the 
positive Ajnana which has the same locus and 
object as those of Jnana or knowledge. 

Then Adwitin adduces many more inferences 
to prove the prositive nature of Ajnana* 

Now a doubt is raised. It is said that 
Ajnana is annihilated by Jnana or know, 
ledge. Yet how do you explain such expressions 
as T do not know’ though you know the object. 
So Adwaiti clears the doubt. He accepts that the 
positive Ajnana is cognised by internal knower 
or Sakshi and not by any senses. So before the 
senses apprehend the object there is Ajnana 
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which is comprehended by sakahi and hence such 
expressions as ‘I donoti know’ are justified. 

Now the Adwaitin places his cards on the 
table, and explains the whole theory of Ajnana 
in detail. The ‘I* is lupeiimposed on the pure 
Brahma and Silver is superimposed on the 
shell. Now this superimpositiou which is unreal 
which consists of object anti knowledge must have 
for its material cause something unreal. If a rea^ 
thing is accepted as cause, then according to the 
law of causality the suptrimposition also shall 
have to be real. 

Again if this unreal tiling that becomes the 
cause is again a thing to be produced then that 
requires another unreal and so on and so forth 
endlessly. So the supposition is not found x^ossi- 
ble without an unreal and eternal Ajnana as its 
cause, proves this fact. 

Besides it is told in Shruti that bondage is 
removed through knowlelge. If this is to be 
possible theri there is the presupposition that 
the bondage has for its cause some thing unreal 
or Mithya. 

This Ajnana cannot have for its substrata 
an insentient thing. Tliere is neither evidence to 
prove it nor any purpose to induce it. Therefore 
depending upon the princijde of elimination 
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Atma alone should be accepted as locus for 
Ajnana. 

Now the whole structure of superimposi¬ 
tion is critically analysed, Adwaitin had aduced 
jjerception as evidence to prove the existence 
of the positive Ajnana. Let us see to what 
absurd position we are reduced if Ajnana is 
accepted as negative. You should not put for¬ 
ward the excuse that had it been negative Anu- 
palabdhi would have cognised it and not perce¬ 
ption or Pratyaksha. Por even Pratyaksha 
would apprehend negation or Abhava. 

If not the Adwaitin would never be able 
to explain the cognition of Abhava or negation- 
Then the negation of knowledge would not be 
cognised. So he cannot even deny the nega¬ 
tion of cognition. 

Under these circumstances when any one 
cognises the absence of anything at the sudden 
opening of the eyes, it is but proper to say that 
Abhav is apprehended by perception or, know¬ 
ledge being directly prceived, the negation of 
knowledge also is directly perceived. 

If inference concludes that Perception will 
cognise the absence of knowledge at the time of 
sleep, what harm is there? Thus Jayateerth con- 



tends that negation of knowledge will explain 
every thing about the theory of Ajnana. 

For there is no reason at all to believe that 
Adhyasa cannot be explained without its cause. 
Adhyasa or super imposition is of the nature of 
knowledge. The material cause is mind or anta- 
karana. If that material cause is real then the 
effect Ajnana also will be real. Adhyasa being 
real is a desirable thing. Silver seen iji Adhyasa 
is unreal and hence is sublated. But Adhyasa 
itself is knowledge and is not sublated. But it 
cannot be forced that Adhyasa should be Valid. 
For though Adhyasa is essentially Valid yet the 
object being false or unreal becomes invalid. 
It is not a rule that a real knowledge should 
have a real subject. Hence all the reasons addu¬ 
ced will not prove Ajnana to be positive. 

Now Madhwa expMns his position, with 
regard to positive Ajnana. He is not against 
positive Nescience. All that he contended was 
to prove that Adwaitin cannot substantiate the 
theory of positive Nescience. 

' Now Madhwa maintains his position with 
regard to his theory of Positive Nescience which 
he calls by the name of Swabhava Ajnana Vada. 
Jayateerth explains this theory in five different 
Ways. 1) The theory that Ajnana is the screen 
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hiding the soul and resorting the soul. This 
theory is free from defects mentioned before. 
Therefore futility of Sliastras cannot arise from 
this theory. 2) The theory that it exists by its 
own merit means it is not imposed by Ajnana. 
So Jeeva or soul is not imposed by Ajnana, it is 
really existing. In such a soul Ajnana is residing 
therefore there is no mutual dependence. 3) The 
theory that Brahma is independently existing, 
is Swabhava. Soul is abouring under ignorance 
of Para Brahma. In the same manner Swabhava 
means the qualities of the soul itself like depen¬ 
dence. The soul is ignorant of its dependence and 
others. In this theory the soul is not screened 
in respect of its self illumination. 4) This 
ignorance is the nature of Jeeva and it is not 
in this theory, unreal or illusive. Hence there 
is no reducing to absurd position. 5) In the 
same manner the theory that Ajnana is assi¬ 
gned to the soul by the independent God is the 
Swabhava Ajnana Vada. 

Then Jayateerth shows that in these theo¬ 
ries of Ajnana there is no objection at all.. For 
Ajnana screens Jeeva or soul; or is supported by 
Jeeva. The nescience covers Jeeva. Though 
Jeeva is self luminous yet by the inflexible will 
of God, the soul gets coveted by Ajnana and 
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remains ignorant of God and many of his attri¬ 
butes. 

All the attribtes of Jeeva are not different 
from its self-luminous nature; still as Madhva 
admits, there is in Jeeva a self sufficient diffe¬ 
rentiating agency in a contex where there is strict 
identity. So the attributes of the soul identical 
with it are abstracted from it to be the objects of 
Ajnana. Now this Ajpana is real and not imgi- 
nary. And yet there ate ways and means to get 
rid of it. Jeeva intrinsically is endowed with 
consciousness which has the capacity to cognise 
Brahma and its own attributes; yet coming under 
the influence of Avidya whose capacity of scree¬ 
ning is augmented by the miraculous and inconcei¬ 
vable power of Paramatman the soul does not 
shine with native luminosity, 

But just look to Avidya. It is there; but it 
is very difficult to form a concept of it. Adwaitin ^ 
takes pride that Avidya is difficult to be conceived . 
and to be cognised by the means of knovdedge^ 
If its nature and contents are tried to be ascer. 
tained Avidya loses its characteristic marks. 
Sorrte searching questions are asked regarding 
Avidya. Has Avidya both conceivability and 
inconceivability ? or has it only the quality of 
inconceivability ? The first alternative is not rea- 
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sonable. For in that part in which it is concei¬ 
vable, Avidya loses its characteristic nature. If 
Avidya is of inconceivable nature then it cannot 
have a substratum and a witness. If Avidya has 
these things then Avidya would lose its nature. So 

when there is no substratum and witness it will 
lead to Nihilism. , 

Therefore the theory of Ajnana cannot be ma¬ 
intained in Adwaitavada; and when there is no 
Ajnana then there is no subject. For an unknown 
thing can be the subject of investigation. Such 

an ignorant man would be an eligible aspirant to 
study shastra. 

Annihilation of Avidya is the coveted end* 
But when Ajnana itself is a square peg in a 
round hole in the system of Maya Vada, all the 
four pre-requisites of subject, eligible reader and 
a high end and the close relation ship of these 
being wanting, this Maya. Vada is infested with 
dangerous fallacies and hence is a condemned 

system to be kept at a distance by the pious 
aspirants. 

We started the critical review of this system 
stating that Shankar cannot make the identity 
of the soul and Brahma as the topic of hi^ 
Sharirika Meemansa. And hence to adjust with 
that identity it is not necessary to accept and 
propound the falsity of Bandha or bondage. 
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This same contention is further explained 
by exposing many more defects in the reasoning 
of the Adwaita Vadi. Now he is accosted with 
this question. He made identity the topic of 
Brahmasutra. If so it must also be the subject 
matter of Vedas. For Vedas are the instruments 
of the knowledge of Brahma. But interpreters 
of Vedas are Brahmasutras. The instruments 
and interpretors must have a common topic to 
deal with. But the Vedas in the form ofSamhita, 

Brahmana and Upanishads are the propogators 
of diiference and not identity. 

Adwaitin objects that Upanishads are the 
staunch advocaters of identity, though he con¬ 
cedes that Mantra and Brahmana being devoted 
to Karmakanda hence resorted to by the igno¬ 
rant might propound Bheda; in Upadishads there 
are such statements as and others which 

out and out declare the identity of the Soul with 

Brahman, Hence Brahmasutras also treat the 
same identity. 

This is not coherent reasoning. For 
cannot teach identity. Because perceptual ex¬ 
perience contradicts it. For perception cognises 
directly the miseries of the soul, and conflicts 

with the idea of identity of the soul and Brahma 
as they stand. For we experience misery while 
Brahma is free from it. 
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It is objected that perceptual experienca can¬ 
not go against Shruti. For it is an instru¬ 
ment of higher capacity than Pratyaksha and 
it makes Pratyaksha to adjust itself to the 
meaning of the Vedas. 

Madhva quotes an instance where Shruti 
adjusts itself to the needs of Pratyaksha and 
thus avoid-? confiit with it. 

is a quotation from Veda. The 
simple meaning of this statement is ‘the master 
is the handful of grass.’ Here this Shruti does 
not. tell us the identity of these two. But only tells 
us tha t Prastara does the work of the master. 

Now we must know this interpretation of the 
quotation will help us in the present context. 
Identity is not the topic of Brahma Meemamsa; 
because Veda, which is benefitted by Brahma- 
Sutra, does not treat this topic. That which is not 
the subject of the original cannot be the subject 
of its benefactor in interpretation; any accepted 
instance will serve the example. 

In the same manner when Pratyaksha is 
contradicting it cannot teach identity. So 

it must compromise its meaning to suit the nece¬ 
ssity of Pratyaksha.. For Pratyaksha is Upa- 
jeevya and Veda is Upajeevaka. And Upajeevya . 
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is a stronger instrument of knowledge than 
XJpajeevaka. Hence the Veda shall have to take 
cognisance of the conflict of Pratyaksha. 

In the same manner certain Shrutis declare 
*he omniscience of Brahma. Such are the tlpajee- 
vya Shruties. depends upon these Shruties. 

Hence it is Upajeevaka; so 5rffii%cannot go against 
XJpajeevaka Shruties. 

If on the other hand Adwaiti pleads that 
this rule of the strength of Opajeevya is not uni¬ 
versal; it has also exceptioniS. 

Having seen a rope one erreanously thinks 
that he saw a snake. This Pratyaksha is Upa- 
jeevya; still cannot go against the Upajeevaka 
truth that this is not the snake* Because it 
carries truth with it, it contradicts theUpajeevya 
Pratyaksha ‘it is a snake’. Hence the Pratya¬ 
ksha that, cognises the diSerence between Jeeva 

and God though Upajeeva is not carrying truth 
with it. 

Now the question to be settled is which is 
truth. Is that settled by the apparent meaning 
or on the strength of other reasons like ‘not 
treated any where else’ Hence the instrument 
that carries extra ordinary meaning not treated 
any where else will have a preference in settling 
the import of the passage. Now such canons of 
interpretation should be stated and not truth. 



Those instruments that are stronger contra¬ 
dict those that are weaker. Hence if one Shruti 
is to carry the meaning against another Shruti 
the first one should be proved to be stronger 
than the second. Now we must show that 
shruties stating difference are stronger than shru- 
ties stating identity- 

Jayateertha offers his rejoinder based on 
Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana. In Shruti identity 
is used but in its secondary meaning. Leaving 
the primary meaning the secondary meaning is 
resorted to with some definite purpose, which 
must be found in the respective Shruties. Identity 
when contradicted results in secondary meanings 
like these; “Identity when contradicted will easily 
glide into one of these secondary. meanings as 
would suit the context; Freedom, Superiority 
unity of place, unity of opinion and similarity. 

Raghavendra tells us that these are very 
well illustrated in Sannyaya Batnavali by Padma- 
nabha Teerth. In common parlance in the case 
of a man who has the whole village under hia 
control, we say ‘He is the village’. Identity is 
not literal but figurative, meaning that he has 
great liberty and control over the village. Refer- 
ing to a Brahmin who is very learned it is sarid 



‘This is thsonly Brahmin in the vallage’. meaning 
that he is known for his erudite learning. ‘All 
cows become one in the evening in the cow-pen’. 
Here identity means ‘oneness or sameness of 
place’. ‘The Brahmins formerly were at daggers 
drawn and now they are one? Here identity means 
consensus of opinion. ‘Manavak is fire itself;’ this 
identity shows similarity between the two. (Mana- 
vak is like fire.) 

Of these meanings of identity one is to be 
chosen to suit the context. How to apply this 
rule about the meaning of identity in the case of 
different contexts. In while eluci¬ 
dating the Gun a sutra he quotes verses 

which tell us that in acWfifr similarity is meant 
between Brahman and the soul. In Ttssw 

identity means sameness of place. As for the 
mode of expression or employed in each case 
it is discussed there only. Raghavendra makes 
the reference clear. While expressing similarity 
the mode or yritti is called Gaunee; while expre¬ 
ssing sameness of place it is implication and while 
expressing consensus of opinion it is impHed 
implication. 

Hence the Shruties conveying difference are 
strongly grounded and are pinned down to this 
meaning; while Shruties conveying identity are 
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weakly grounded and are capable of yielding 
many meanings. Hence tbe former centradicts 
the latter and switches it off to another meaning 
that wonid suit the context. 

Now the whole of the argument is wound up. 
Therefore, Madhva says that there is no necessity 
of supposing Bhandha to be false. Analysing it 
threadbare and exposing its vulnerable points 
Madhva showed the hollowness of the theory of 
Mithyatwa and now e cplains the first Sutra. The 
purpose of this long ai gumentation is clear. It is 
to show that Adhyasa Bhashya at the begining of 
the Sutra Bhashya is irrelevent, out of context, 
and unwanted. 

But if Adhyasa Bhashya is unwanted for the 
explanation of Sutra, equally and even more un¬ 
wanted is the refutation of Adhyasa Bhashya at 
the beginning of elucidation of the Sutras. Thus 
it might be very well said that Madhva is a 
Seeker after others defects ‘Seeking the mote in 
the eyes of others he does not see a beam in his 
own eyes’. 

So Madhva in order to be free from this 
charge shows he was forced to take note of the 
wrong elucidation of Shankar and was forced to 
refute it in order that hi« disciple should not be 
attracted by the apparent glamour of the 
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Adhyasa Avada. Hence for the real under sta¬ 
nding of the elucidation of Sutras the refutation 
of Adhyas proved in inevitable. Formerly the 
word was interpreted as ‘one gets release 
through the grace obtained by knowledge born of 
hearing thinking and meditating.’ Now the 
present one is the second interpretation of 
‘Because bondage is real hence’. In fine that with¬ 
out which can be justified, is briefly implied in 
the meaning of atcr:; If not all other reasons impied 
in ajcf: not being expressed. Jljnasa will not be 
fully justified though the word is used. For 
without the reality of bondage being proved, 
Jijnasa cannot yield the desired fruit (Moksha; of 
Prasada through knowledge. That is first proved. 
In order that Moksha is conveniently obtained 
through the grace which is the result of God-vison 
or knowledge acquired by the three stages of 
hearing thinking and meditating, the bondage is 
accepted as real and this is implied by the word 
of 3ia: in the Sutra. Hence all this justification 
and vindication of the reaHty of Bondage is neither 
out of context nor unwanted. This is an organic 
part of the elucidation of the aphoristic argrt is a 
part of Madhva’s Bhashya. 

Jaya Teerth uses the word fTT5| and a 
grammatical objection is raised against the 
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application, of the suffix 3 n 5 ?=?r to ffTT. For this 
suffix is not provided after f:<Tf in rules oi' grammar^ 
in the case of the root to be able. Then a 
circuitous way is chosen to justify the form 
It is not the suffix but it is the termination 
^^(in which ?r is meaningless) that is applied to 
the root and after many modifications frqrw is 
formed. In that case by is not added 

and hence it would not mean or compassio¬ 
nate or kind. To this objection Raghavendra 
finds a new way of solution. .The word fqi® is not 
derived from the root 1*5 and the termination 
but it is a compound word of two substan¬ 
tives and 4IT^ and Amara is quoted as an 
authority in which means a pot 
Amara). Or Raghavendra suggests another 

derivation from and the root 5rr {|>q:T5Trrer) and 
quotes Amara ^TcT: and 

commentary on this, grammatically justifies this 
form by deriving it as fJTr^cT. 

Bhagavan is one who is endowed with six 
distinguishing qualities like the whole of wealthy 
valour, glory, splendour knowledge and special 
knowledge. This Bhagavan being endowed with 
these qualities is credited with the extra-ordinary 
power of accomplishing the impossible task. Thus 
the second meaning of is now wound up. 
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So far is interpreted aa supplying purpose 
or motivation to the investigation of Brahma^ 
Raghavendra drags back the long chain of argu¬ 
ment to the starting point and makes a brief and 
pithy statement containing all the relevent points 
spread over many pages of elucidation* By the 
very phrase ?r|rriraT?rr, we know that our investi¬ 
gation is that of an uncommon object, Brahma, 
full of auspicious attributes and hence it is 
different from the common soul or Jeeva, and 
that the purpose of investigation is Moksha 
through the grace of God born of God vision. Yet 
this Moksha and its means like grace and god- 
vision are individually considered to be the 
products of Karma. And hence it is thought the 
investigation of Brahma is futile. 

Now there are three doubts to be cleared. l)One 
is Karma does the work of God-vision and grace 

2) According to the Naiyayikas there is a chain 
of causes and effects of which the root cause is 
false knowledge which when it disappears removes 
the activity which when stopped cancels the birth 
and death which in its turn takes away misery 
from us. Hence no investigation is necessary. 

3) Unreal bondage is destroyed by knowledge and 
hence no grace is necessary. By removing these 
three doubts and proving that God vison is possi- 



ble only through knowledge and grace is achieved 
only through God-vision and Moksha is attained 
only through the divine grace, and also by proving 
the reality of Bandha, Madhva explains the 
implications of erar: in two ways. 

This is what has been done so for; has 
been interpreted so as to supply motivation to 
the investigation. Now it is interpreted so as to 
supply reasoning which infers a ‘being’ to be the 
meaning of a word (and not ‘becoming’) which 
will supply the object of investigation- Justi¬ 
fication of an object is maintained in tw'O ways. 
One is by removing doubt of a wrong form impo¬ 
sed on Brahma, the object of investigation> by 
denying objectness to Brahma on the ground that 
it is one with the inner soul (Jeeva) which is self 
luminous. Or another is disproving the doubt of 
the WTong form imposed on the source of Brahma. 

The second one is again employed in three 
ways- First by removing the doubt that when 
genus, a word, has no connotating link with the 
meaning and is not entitled to valid instrumenta¬ 
lity, how can a species of it, Veda, arrogate to 
itself such a claim. Or by disproving the in¬ 
eligibility of Veda for being valid instrument on 
the ground of the absence of means of connota¬ 
tion and of import of a sentence. Or still admi- 
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tting validity to Veda, it cannot be valid in 
respect of connotating or importing a ‘being' to 
be its meaning. 

Of these four ways the first one was employed 
to vindicate the object of investigation, when 
Omkara was said to indicate the full possession of 
perfect attributes which proved conclusively 
that Brahma was different from Jeewa. The 
second was employed when was interpreted 
to mean that there is valid instrument of kno¬ 
wledge in verbal testimony like Vedas and others 
(The Vedas are self valid, self proved, like percep¬ 
tion). The third will be employed afterwards when 
we prove that a word has capacity to connote its 
meaning only after it has established syntactical 
relationship with other words of a sentence. Now 
the fourth one is to interpret 3?5r: as a reason prov¬ 
ing that Vedas connote a full fledged Being like 
Brahma and not a becoming like sacrifice. This 
will begin with ^ 

The so called followers of Jaimini say that 
Veda consists of injunctions, explanatory passages 
and hymns- The import of these is Karya which 
technically in Meemansa means a Parama Apurva 
or the last Aparva (which connects the pleasure of 
Swarga with sacrificial act,). Now a sentence con¬ 
sists of many words and when we hear it we know 
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only the meanings of different words syntactically 
connected. Still a sentence has one import. Other 
wise it would be wrong to say that a sentence has 
one import. 

Those^ who are proficient in semantics say 
that that is the meaning of the word to which the 
word refers. That is the import of a sentence 
which by its assertion completes the sentence and 
for the assertion of which the other meanings of 
words are accepted. Such a thing is of the nature 
of Karya the result of Kriti. This is the import 
of a sentence both in sacred Veda and profane 
literature. For when we use such unrelated words 
as cow, horse, man, elephant or ‘Devadatta]cooks’ 
we do not find sentences reaching satisfactory 
consummation. But we reach that perfection 
only in such sentences as ‘Devadatta ! bring the 
cow’ Avhich expresses as its import the bringing 
of a cow which is the Karya. Because it is the 
result of activity of bringing. Hence all sentences 
have their import of activity only. In secular 
literature the perport of a sentence is the activity 
which is the meaning of the root. But in Veda 
it is the last Apurva born of the root qar meaning 
to perform sacrifice. This is the only difference 
between sacred and secular sentences. 
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The other words in a sentence get related 
with the Karya in order to reveal it. And there 
fore they also indirectly connote Karya. Sentences 
that have other imports than Kar 5 ^a would get 
themselves associated with sentences conveying 
Karya and get their fulfilment. Thus all senten¬ 
ces in Veda having the import of Karya have, the 
grandest of the achievements, the Apurva the 
last and nearest antecedent to Swarga. 

Now the root in order that the termination 

cfSJT and others meaning Karya should funct¬ 
ion, becomes a support to that Karya and mean¬ 
ing the same activity is also refering to Karj-a. It 
may refer to Karya that is in the meaning of 
the root. Or the meaning of the root it self is 
Karyata. Now bringing of a cow is Karyata. 
The other words when they are related with the 
Karyata connote their own meaning. 

This is the theory of the Meemamsakas in se¬ 
mantics. In ordinary sentences the import 
of the sentence is that which is achievable 
by activity ( frrrTmejf ). Based on this 
theory the import of the Vedic sentences is the 
last. Apurva which immediately brings abouf’ 
heaven and heavenly pleasures as that Apurva 
is achievable by activities like yaga. Nowdaya, 
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teertlia shows how such a conclusion is untena¬ 
ble when this Karyata or Apurva is made the 
import and presents his theory of Istata as the 
import of a sentence in order to refute the Mee- 
mamsaka theory. 

The word is explained as 

This is aTsqzft^Tiq' compound according to the rule 
and it means ‘absence of dispute’ 
or ‘undisputedly’ and an is in neuter 

gender. 

Now Jayateertha begins his refutation. 
Formerly in order to justify the pos^ion of ^ 
before the first Sutra it was quoted to the effect 
that Brahma oozes out if aif is not repeated with 
the Sutra. This aff after derivation is shown to 
denote Vishnu on the authority of Shruti. And 
that is the meaning of Vyahriti ??:). This 

Vyahriti is elucidated by Gayatri which then 
means Vishnu. Purush sukta is the elucidation 
of Gayatri. Hence Purush sukta also propounds 
Vishnu. Ultimately the Vedas are said to be the 
explanations of Purusha Sukta and hence all the 
Vedas have the import of Brahma or Vishnu. 

To this the Meemamsaka has already raised 
the objection. All sentences or statements have 
the import of Karyata and they do not have the 
import of a static Brahma. 
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To this the rejoinder of Jayateertha is that 
all Karyata means only ‘desired object’ or ‘means 
to desired object ?’ This desired object is some 
accomplished static being (ftr?) and changing 
activity. 

Now this justifiation of F 15 to be the import 
of a sentence is an addition to the former argu¬ 
ments as interpretations or implications of srai. 
Of them the first is, aiw: supplies the end as 
Moksha through god-vision and the second is the 
establishment of the reality of Bandha or bondage 
and the third is the present one which proves 
that the staments in Veda have for their object 
the full-fledged Being Brahma in order to supply 
an object for investigation. 

Berivatively the word Karya or Kritya 
ultimately means Ista or Ista sadhana. For the 
word ^r4 is derived from the root ? and the termi¬ 
nation which means ‘object’ that is the object 
or which is very much desired by the agent to 
be achieved through activity. So Karyata is 
nothing but an object of desire to be achieved by 
activity. Or it may be means to get an object 
of desire. 

Other interpretations of Karyata are shown 
to be untenable. And this interpretation alone 
is shown to hold good. Some interpretations are 
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rejected while others are shown to be nothing 
more than Ista or Ista sadhana- 

Others object that for the knowledge of 
Karyata the knowledge of Ista sadhana is essen¬ 
tial (knowing that a certain thing fulfils my 
desire, I think that it must be achieved.) Besides 
mere state of being desired is not the cause for the 
impulse to activity. The state of being desired 
accompanied with the assurance that it is possible 
to be achieved through activity is the cause for 
impulse to activity^ 

If some body asks you why you wish to do 
it, you reply that it is the means of fulfilling the 
desire. So you must admit that one is the info¬ 
rmant and another is informed’ and wv). 
Therefore this distinction must be recognised. 

This is not well argued. For ICarya is of 
two types; one is desired object and another is 
means of the desired object. Laymen define 
Karya only as Ista sadhana. First there is the 
knowledge of the means of desired object; then 
there is the desire, then effort and then aotivity- 
thus all these attributions about a thing rise up 
in the soul. But the thing remains unaffected 
even when we know it to be the means of the 
desired object. ■ If we find Karyata established 
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in the thing then we could have recognised it 
as a means of our desire. 

Now let the end or consummation of the 
sentence be Karya or Ista or Istasadhana. Then 
what ? Then Brahma should have been called 
Ista or Istasadhana and not Bhagavan? The 
desired deity is Bhagavan Narayana being an 
object of love and admiration. Shruti declares 
that Bhagavan is dearer than wife, son, and 
wealth and every thing. 

Though the Bhagawan is Ista and Istasadhana 
we find that the ouases of the knowledge of the 
meaning of a sentence viz expectancy, compati¬ 
bility and juxtoposition would all combine to 
declare the import to be Bhagavan. 

Through inferential knowledge is the means to 
get desired objects still as it is not in the context 
it is not mentioned. For the context is the 
knowledge of Brahma which is nothing les® 
than God-Vision to be produced by the verbal 
knowledge of the Vedas; and hence inferential 
knowledge is found useless. 

The others declare that all Vedas have their 
import in Karyata; while you declare that the 
Vedas have their import in the being or how 
is it that all the Vedas have their import only in 
Brahma ? 
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This is the intention. Bhagavan is Ista to 
some while he is Ista Sadhana to others. Jaya- 
teerth takes the first alternative into consi¬ 
deration and on that theory he explains the 
method of syntactical interpretation of a sentence. 

A man of pious nautre knows in general the 
maker of this world and of himself through con¬ 
vention and tradition or through inference, feels 
greater appetite to know more about him, because 
he has been inspired with his powerful deeds and 
with his unbounded love. This pious man does 
not think any thing but Bhagavan. To this man 
Veda like a faithful friend propounds Brahma as 
the main import of itself. Understanding this 
from the knowledge of the meaning of the sentence 
he desires His visibility. For him a form of wor¬ 
ship is enjoined. That worship, to be effective, 
requires mental catharsis, for which many rituals 
are ordained. Or taking the next interpretation of 
or Bhagavan is 

A man desiring to get rid of various trials 
and tribulations of life and to get the highest 
pleasure wishes to know the sources of them. To 
him Veda advises that Great-God highly pleased 
is the source of derired objects. Then the question 
arises how is He pleased? God-Vison is the cause 
and as aids to it rituals start. Thus the chief 
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import of Veda is in both the ways, God supreme. 
Because God is subserviant to some purpose to be. 
derived. He should not be considered as secondary 
because the purpose, God-Vison, is also for the 
sake of God. This pratipathi or God-Vison is 
the fruit of the Vedas. The Vedic injunction that 
one desirous of heaven should perform the Jyoti- 
soma sacrifice treats of the Jotitsomayaga 
as having the fruit of heaven. So also in the 
Veda ‘Brahma is truth, knowledge, and infinity. 
Brahma is not known as subordinate to some 
other thing, hence Brahma is not meant for any 
thing else* 

The main import of Veda is proved to be 
Brahma and hence Brahma Jijnasa or investi¬ 
gation of Brahma is justified.' Now let the Vedas 
have the import of Karya. Even then in such 
Shruties as ‘one should meditate on Atma’ the 
statement is injuction or action-ridden; still 
Brahma becomes the object of meditation. Then 
that Brahma to be meditated upon is described 
as ‘Truth, knowledge, infinity is Brahma*. Thus 
this Shruti which describes the nature of Brahma 
attains to the status of validity. Hence Brahma 
Jijnasa is justified. Thus Acharya proves that 
even sentences which have not got the form of 
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injunctions prove the existence of real things by 
quoting Shruties accepted by others also. 

Now he tells the protagonists of activism as 
import of Shruti, that they cannot neglect the 
existence of sacrificial implements or utensils like 
wooden ladle, sacrificial fire and the sacrificial 
post (other than activity) which are proved to 
exist in particular form only by Veda. How to 
prepare yupa is fully described in the Veda. Such 
statements which prove the from of yupa .( not 
described any where else ) must be accepted as 
valid, though there is no injunction or in 
the same manner they must also accept the Vedic 
sources as authentic where the description of 
sacrificial ladels and other utensils which are to be 
improvised for the performance of sacrifice though 
those descriptive passages of Veda cannot have 
any import of Karyata, as they describe the things 
required. 

The Meemamsakas make a distinction between 
the perceptual instrument of knowledge and 
varbal instrument. For they say that perception 
cognises things and hence are valid conveyers 
of knowledge of things. But Shastras are valid 
conveyers of only Karyata and not things. 

Madhwa contends that perception and verbah 
testimoney have no such distinction. If they 
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insist'" on this then there would be no source of 
knowledge to prove the things like sacrificial 
ladles and others which are described only in the 
Vedas; and those Vedas carry only the import of 
Karyata. In the same way the Shruti which descri¬ 
bes Atma which is not described else wliere must 
be accepted as conveying its import of Atma 
in order to facilitate the worshipful mediation 
of Atma. 

But the Meemamsaka objects that Shruti 
only tells us that Shruti has no import in 
Atma. For Shruti says ‘one should worship as 
ancWT So worship of Atma (with is ordained. 

Now this when used after a word gives 
a different 1 meanig to that word from the one 
which it usually conveys in the context. An 
instance is quoted: is a rule cited 

in the S'hastra of word. This usually assigns the 
sign of to words ‘fr and ?t’. But followed 
by 5% which changes them to give different mean¬ 
ing becomes the sign of their meaning 

‘negation and disjunction Contrary to 

this, ours is Shastr^ of meaning (while the one 
we just considered was Shastra of words) and 
after Atma does not enjoin worship of Atma in 
its essence; but divesting its essence only the 
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word Atma is enjoined for worshipping which 
means only the repetition of Atma, the word* 
This is the worship of Atma. Hence Shruti does 
not prove the existence of Atma. 

Haghavendra thrashes out this question of 
grammar. In grammar in the First Adhyaya and 
first Pada in the Sutra This difference in 

meaning is brought about by the use of the 
word after the words This is explained 
in the words of Mahabhashya. The symbol 
is assigned to words ii and But this will 
not achieve the desired goal in grammatical from. 
Taking advantage of f% used after those words 
5!^ is interpreted as meanings of fr and wt viz 
nega-tion and disjunction. 

Therefore the question remains viz how does 
Veda import Brahma ? We accept here in 
the sense of ‘mode of speciality* ( ) and 

Raghavendra quotes Amara to substantiate this 
meaning. ?r*rTrc5r^). If different 

meaning is insisted upon instead of thisj then 
in also instead throwing oblations in 

fire mere remembrance of Agni would be the 
meaning. 

If it is objected that there is no ?>Tused after 
then there are many sentences conveying 



175 


the worship o£ Atma without like 

If it is said that is made understood 
after ^<TT^rr then the same might be said of 

Some Mayavadins try to argue with the Mee- 
mamsakas thus. It is true that some Vedas like 
Karmakanda have karyata for their import. 
The Sutras beginning from srtricflsrJTfsrar^rr consi¬ 
dered interpretation of that portion of Veda. 
But Vedanta (Upanishads) has its import in 
being an accomplished thing. This Vedanta is con* 
sidered and discussed for its import in Sutras 
beginning with 

Here Jayateertha asks why they have been 
forced to take recourse to two different imports 
in Veda, one devoted to Karyata and another 
devoted to Brahma. Is it because one import is 
not possible or is it inspite of one import. The 
first alternative is discarded; for it is easy to 
establish one import for all Vedas. When it is 
possible to establish one import for aU the 
Vedas it is also possible to have Brahma as 
the import of all the Vedas. 

Following the canons of interpretation, they 
say, they arrive at Karyata as the import of the 
sentence. We may reply that the big sentences 
are those which have Brahma for their import. 
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All Vedas gefc homogeneity of meaning when they 
first are homogeneous with these big sentences* 
Still those parts devoted to Brahma treat Karma 
as subservient to knowledge. Then that Karma- 
Kanda will be uniform in subject with those big 
sentences. These subordinate sentences then would 
have followed the traditional canons of inter¬ 
pretations. 

But there is utter heterogneity prevailling in 
Karma-kanda and Brahmakanda, For the as 
pirant student for Karmakanda is one attached to 
feturii of fruit and the heaven, the fruit of Karma 
Is not everlasting; while the aspirant of Brahma 
Kanda is a disinterested person and the fruit 
Moksha is everlasting. This is the cause of hetero¬ 
geneity of import between the two. 

Now a sect of Meemamsakas represent their 
side. They agree to the uniformity of import of 
all the Vedas. rOnly the knowledge of Atma 
should be regarded as aid to the fruit of Karma 
viz heaven and this should be the import of all the 
Vedas. For unless we realise Atma to be different 
from the body we are not entitled to any activity 
conducive to other wordly pleasures. 

Or the treatment of Atma will encourge the 
remembrance of gods as part of the rituals of 
Karma. If there are any rewards mentioned 
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there on let them be eonsidered as mere consola- 
tary prizes. For knowledge of Atma is net 
enjoined for the sake of Moksha. It is used only 
for actuating one to take up activity. 

To this the reply is ‘Moksha is the great fruit. 
Hence it is Brahma that gives that great fruit. 
And the whole of the Vedas will have relationship 
with that Brahma. Vedas will have no relation¬ 
ship with Karma which has a little fruit. This 
truth is illustrated in Prayaja and others’. 

For qsrfgr cf5T5T<ira' are the subordinate' 
yagas called Prayajas. These are related to 
Darsha and Purnamasa as part and whole. Or 
Prayajas are merely benefactors of great Kritus 
and cannot become the main purport of the' 
statement. As they are connected with Pradhana 
Karma yielding great fruit, only Pradhan Karma 
can be the main purport of the statement. 

We do not seek difference of purport between 
Karma Kanda and Brahma Kanda. But even if 
we concede that, we still contend that, ifiT is 
understood after atbii and others, which is quite 
near a sentence in which occurs (5TnTTrf»itrtT|iTtu)’; 

In the chapter of Jyotistoma the words %x\ 
?rr should be used in the place of ffrrr. Hence 
the statement fJTti fffr ?r*rr?r. Hence the use of 
is just very near (Jyotistoma) 
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Therefore 5rT5T sTfrer 5r^; here the words 
satya and others have their meaning in Brahma 
and the import of the Vakya or sentence is the 
Karyata of Upasana. Thus two imports should 
be accepted. 

If the sentences of the Vedas have their 
import in Brahma which is the meaning of the 
words, the words Satya and Brahma would be 
synonyms. Then Satya and other words have 
no use. And the attributes of Truth and others 
will have no relationship with Brahma. 
One big sentence consists of many subsentences- 
and others are sub-sentences. In these 
the attribute or Truth is syntactically 

connected with 

And again when we want to attribute know¬ 
ledge to Brahma, Truth will be mere repetition 
(both being synonymous) and vice versa. B,ut 
this is not possible; Because Brahma in respect 
of the same attribute cannot be both a quali¬ 
fied and re-qualified thing. 

To avoid this objection we construe both 
of them separately with Brahman in different 
sentences. Then break of sentence is a disgrace 
to singleness of a sentence, only when those 
broken sentences rise to the status of indepe¬ 
ndent senti'iiccs. But in a big sentence you may 
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have many sub-sentences all merging into that 
big sentence and this will not amount to break 
of sentence. 

Meemamsaka also has accepted this principle. 
In a sentence ar?'ir<Tr »T^r 

like ‘he buys Soma by bartering a cow that is 
reddish, one year old, and red eyed’; he breaks 
it into many sentences. First cow is stated as 
means of purchase in Then that 

cow which was stated as means of purchase is 
repeated as subject and reddishness is predicated. 
Then the cow is stated as means of pur¬ 
chase and the same cow is repeated Avhen 

predicating reddishness. Thus there is statement 
or predication and repetition in respect of the 
same cow simultaneously. Hence these two 
mutually contradictory attributes cannot be 
coexistent. This is the sort of opposition which 
is explained in many more ways. For fear of 
opposition reddishness and others are construed 
with cow and others partially through expect¬ 
ancy and juxtaposition. Hence the fault of 
break of sentence accrues to them also. Then 
they shall have recourse to the same expedient 
of merging these subsentences into the big sente¬ 
nce and seeking unity of sentence- We also 



lise tlie very expedient as it comes very handy 
to us. 

Another objection is raised; Bra^hma is the 
soul that is directly experienced by us. It is 
predicated with blissfulness, uncommonness 
which belies our experience. But Brahma is 
Supreme soul other than human soul. If these 
sentences from Shruti run counter to human 
experience still they do not fo'rgo their meaning 
or import. If contradicted by Pratyaksha they 
end in secondary meaning.Connotatory or primary 
is not the only meaning. Even Secondary or imp¬ 
lied also, when accepted, is not contradicted. 

A sort of reconciling is sought in the con. 
flict of these ideologies. All activities Jlike sacri¬ 
fice and others end in God-vision which assures 
the gra(;e of God. This God-vision is the result 
of constant practice of study, thinking and 
meditating. Hence investigation in the field of 
Brahma is justified as Brahma is validly conve¬ 
yed by the Vedas. 

Vedas come under the catagory of verbal 
testimony. This word or shabda has its claim to 
valid instrumentality questioned by the Baudhas, 
who contend that a Pramana is the means of 
valid knowledge. That by the presence of which 
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appfeheDsion arises and by the absence of which 
it does not arise is the caiuse of valid apprehen¬ 
sion. 

We have the experience that apprehension 
does not arise even when there is word. How 
then can it he called Pramana ? Besides a Pra- 
niana must have an object. That object may be 
visible or invisible. Visible object is cognised 
by perception. Invisible is known by inference^ 
Hence shabda or word has no object of its own? 
and is no Pramana.. 

Moreover a Pramana is known to be of 
the nature of knowledge. For instance the 
knowledge of smoke creates knowledge of Agni 
by inference. But Shabda is not of the nature 
of knowledge. Hence it is no Pramana 

Again word being related to meaning conno¬ 
tes meaning, or unrelated. In the first alterna¬ 
tive the relation must be made clear. It is either 
identity conjuction or inherence, Tlie word and 
its meaning are not identical. If so at the pro- 
nounciation of the word fire the mouth should have 
been burnt uj). A word connected with a jjast 
thing would drag it to the present time or the 
word would be dragged to. the lumber of the 
Past. If it is Samyoga that joins the word with 
j-ts meaning Samyoga is technically a guna. A 
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shabda also is guna. You cannot have a Guna 
in a Guna. Hence Shabda cannot establish its 
relationship with the object. If shabda is 
Dravya and it is tangible substance, then by 
some action Samyoga is established with the 
object, Shabda might cognise inner objects. If 
on the other hand Shahda is all pervasive sub¬ 
stance it will have contact with all objects and 
create knowledge of all objects. And as in no 
way the word can get contacted with the past 
things; it cannot connote past things. The rela¬ 
tion of inherence can only subsist between the 
ether and the word, by the relationship of in¬ 
herence. If unrelated words were to connote 
the meaning, there will be no controlling factor; 
therefore every word may mean every thing. 

Therefore man is actuated to activity not 
depending upon the validity of the statement 
or the certainty of the fact mentioned by the 
words, but depending upon the probability as 
in the case of cultivation or farming. So word 
is not a sure vehicle of knowledge much less can 
Vedas a special group of words be considered 
as valid source of knowledge. Least is the chance 
of the Vedas conveying the sense of a finished 
being. Hence there is no chance of beginnig the 
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investigation of Brahma. Hence all this attempt 
is a great fuss about nothing. 

Now the whole discussion is at stake. Hence 
a close scrutiny and critical survey should be 
made. Madhva makes provoking reply. Just as 
perception and inference are independent means 
of knowledge so also verbal testimony is an in¬ 
dependent and natural source of knowledge. 

For experience tells us that a word conveys 
a meaning. If one says that a word does not 
convey a meaning, he uses word only to say so- 
Then he indirectly* proves that word conveys 
some meaning- Hence when word conveys 
some meaning there is knowledge. Now this kno¬ 
wledge is not doubt because it is not disjunctive 
in expression; nor is it erroneous; for there is no 
sublation at the end- 

Hence we can infer that shabda or word 
generates knowledge which is neither doubt 
nor wrong knowledge. Just as perception is so sha¬ 
bda is pramana or right source of valid knowledge. 
Word will have the same validity as perception 
viz correspondence with the external object. 

Mere word is not the cause of knowledge but 
a word well heard and the connotational relation- 
^hip well remembered. When these essentials 
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are there the word expresses its meaning and 
thus there is knowledge. 

It cannot be objected that there is no object 
to the word. Such an objection can be raised 
even in the case of perception and inference. 
They have some special purpose to serve.- So the 
word also should be supposed to have some 
purpose as it produces knowledge. 

It was objected that word being not kno¬ 
wledge in essence is not a Pramana. But it is 
not fair because in the case of perception also 
the contact of the object and sense, also being 
non-knowledge in essence should not produce 
knowledge. But it does. 

Besides it is not mere word, but the kno¬ 
wledge of the word that produces knowledge. 
And knowledge inheres in Atma. Hence the 
argument that Shabda is not Pramana because 
it does not inhere in Atma, is not true. Because 
shabda through knowledge is found in Atma. 

It was also asked whether the word was 
related with the meaning or not. Of these two 
alternatives we accept the first and say 
that the word is related. The known contacts, 
if they fail to serve the purpose, should be reje¬ 
cted and the new one that suits the context 
should be forged. If the relationship cannot be 
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explained yon cannot reject the result that is 
visibly seen by us. Work warranted b}’' evidences 
must be accepted and we must contrive to get new 
suitable relations to establish the casual fabric. 

Some call this contact convention while 
others call it connotational. We say that it is 
some natural relationship with which a word 
conveys its meaning. 

Yet the relationship cognised becomes the 
cause of understanding and not otherwise. Still 
we admit that some words convey their meaning 

the power of natural relationship. Some 
other words convey their meaning by the force 
of convention or Sanketa or we may even per¬ 
sist that every where it is the natural relationship 
that binds the word with the meaning. In some 
cases where there is some defect the meaning 
is not conveyed. This cannot deter any one from 
admitting natural relationship- 

The natural relationship on account of the 
auxiliary aid of cognition results in different 
meanings yet there is no breach of the natural 
relationship. 

Now begins a long controversy between 
naturalists and conventionalists regarding tlie 
meaning and its conveyance. The conventionalist 
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argues that naturalist also at some stage will 
have to accept the theory of convention. But 
the naturalist argues that at least some words 
m st be agreed to have natural power to convey 
meaning. For at the beginning of creation there 
is no convention at all. To this the conventio¬ 
nalist replies that God and his attendent sages 
and others make the first convention of such and 
such words carrying such and such meanings* 
Knowing this convention of meaning we continue 
the further business of convention. We understand 
the old conventions through along process of unde¬ 
rstanding and imferring. An old man uses words 
in a certain meaning and a junior to him beh{i.ves 
accordingly. A child observes closely the words 
of the senior and the behaviour of the junior. 
By an intelligent method of understanding, the 
child determines that such and such a word has 
such and such a meaning. This is the process of 
learning in the case of children. They also depend 
upon the theory of convention. Usage settled by 
convention is good; usage not warranted by co¬ 
nvention is bad- Grammar also sees if the usage 
is warranted by divine convention and serves its 
purpose. 

To this argument of the conventionalists, the 
naturalists or realists like Madhva and Jayateerth 
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reply that mere divine convention is not able to 
convey the meaning. Human convention also is 
necessary. Besides, convention well understood 
alone carries the meaning. So teaching and in¬ 
struction are essential for correction in conveying 
the sense. So instruction is common to both 
sides. Let that alone contrive to convey the 
meaning. Why convention? Instruction or initi¬ 
ation into old conventions or natural senses is 
quite essential* Communication alone is the fruit 
of both these theories. Grammar is then useless, 
For common communication is done by convetion. 
Then Grammar is used for higher religions merit 
and not for common eommunication. But this 
is not a coveted desire. For it reduces us to a 
position not warranted by evidences. 

The conventionalist quotes evidences to 
prove that Grammar and other aids meant to 
guide us in good usage of words, will give us reli¬ 
gious merit. It is mentioned in Brahmana “one 
word well understood, correctly used, will yield 
desired object in Heaven.” But the realist con¬ 
tends that this Shruti is indifferent to natural 
power or convention. If accepting initiation or 
instruction (through the conversation of the 
senior man with the junior man) the natural 
power of the word to convey meaning is rejected it 
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will lead to absurd position. This will be so absurd 
as to agree the existence of wheel, pole and other 
auxiliary aids and then to reject the result of 
the creation of the pot. 

There is much disparity between the subject 
On hand, the instance quoted, objects the co- 
Tentionalist. For the result pot and other things 
.are known to exist and hence they cannot be 
denied. But the natural power of meaniog, is 
not known to exist. Hence we can aafely deny 
it; and accept that the meaning is conveyed by 
the W'ord with the auxiliary aid of convention. 

This objection is cleared by the realist saying 
that the modern people are not making any new 
conventions. And any evidence cannot be pro^ 
duced to prove that there were extraordinary 
persons w'^ho made these conventians* Therefore 
it is concluded that natural power alone ex ists in 
the word to convey its meaning. 

The convetionalist uses an inference to prove 
divine convention in the use of a word liaving a 
particular meaning. The word nt has a conve¬ 
ntion to mean a cow' having a lap and other 
things because it is used in that sense; like the 
word nisJT. This inference is afifecto^d with logical 
fallacy. For the law of concomitance between 
usage of a word and its conventions in that sense 



comes to be true under limited conditions 
^5^). This concomitance comes to be true only in 
the bad usage of a word. If this is not agreed to, 
then it means that the word is used in the 
sense of a cow according to our convention. 
Hence it only proves human convention and not 
the conveted convention made by God. 

Tlie contention of the realist is that the word 
is the conveyer of the meaning in the same 
manner as the senses convey knowledge but 
senses in some context convey wrong knowledge 
because they are affected with deffects. In the 
same manner if the man who uses the word in the 
wrong sense, then the meaning will be wrong and 
wrong knowledge is conveyed; If this arrangement 
of right and wrong knowledge is not agreed to-, 
then inference also cannot be called an instrument 
of knowledge. 

Take for instance the syllogistic reasoning 
*The vrord is mutable because it is constructed’. 
This is considered to be sound reasoning. But 
when we argue with the same reasoning of being 
constructed or made that the fire is not hot, 
the reasoning is fallacious because it is openly 
contradicted the fire being very hot. Here the 
necessary prerequisites of reasoning are present 
^n one case and hence it is good reasoning while 
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in the case of another they are not found, hence 
it is bad reasoning. This argument is not correct; 
because the distinction of good and bad reasoning 
is mainly made by the reference to the right 
object and wrong object. Hence it is said that 
the word carries its meaning just like the senses 
and also just like the inference* 

Still it is contended that Vedas-special form 
of word-cannot be accepted as a valid instrument 
of knowledge. Becanse they are charged with 
telling lies, self contradiction and tautology. Veda 
tells brazen lies because though it announces the 
birth of a son to a person who performs Putraka- 
mesti, still one performing it is found sorely dis¬ 
appointed. There is also self-contridiction in the 
Vedas. Por in Jyotistoma there are seven stages 
like Agnistoma, Atyagnistoma, Uktha, Shodashee, 
Atiratra Aptoryama and Vajapeya. Among these 
in the Atiratra Jyotistoma yaga one is asked to 
take the Soma Patra called Shodashi in one 
sentence. In another he is asked not to take it. 
And many more such statements involving self 
contradiction are cited. Tautology is found in 
such instances as “Darsha Purnamasa” in which 
fifteen Samidhenies are required to be recited. 
In that contest one is required to recite eleven 
hymns, the first and the last to be recited thrice 
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in order to make the total fifteen. Hence there is 
thrice repetition or tautology. 

To this the protagonist of the Vedas replies 
that Vedic source of knowledge cannot be rejected, 
if some parts of the Vedas are found affected with 
some defects. For even if some perceptions end 
in illusions and some inferences are found fallaci¬ 
ous still we do not reject all perceptions and infe- 
ren ies as of no use. 

Brahmasutras prove that there is no false 
hoi >d in the Vedas (In The 

same sutrakara shows that there is self contrdi- 
ction in the Vedas. 

Raghavendra throws some light here on the 
procedure of logical technicalities. Self contra¬ 
diction, in Veda, if at all it exists, is to be found 
between two stat'jments. If these two statements 
contradict each other one of them must be true 
and the other false. Then true statement is 
considered valid. Thus other being false there 
is doubt about the invalidity of the Vedas and 
this doubt ends in doubtful contradiction or 
doubtful discrepency of reason or 
A natural doubt about the existence of 
Sadhya in the Paksha does not amount to a 
logical fallacy. But when the reason loses 
its strength to prove the existence of Sadhya in 



the Paksha, this affected doubt amounts to a 
serious defect in the process of logical reasoning* 
In the case of real contradiction in the Vedas 
it is not a proved fact as in the case of perception 
and in ference. For suppose there are two per¬ 
ceptive cognitions. One is ‘this pot is a substance’ 
and another is ‘this is not white’. In the same 
way suppose there are two inferential cognitions. 
‘Mountain possesses fire; for it has smoke’ and 
‘It has no trees, for it is merely a huge pile of 
rocks.’ You do not find any contradiction either 
between the two perceptions or betweens the two 
inferences. In the same manner there need not 
be any real contradiction between the two sta¬ 
tements in Veda, 

Now Brahma sutrakara with his long expe¬ 
rience of vedie interpretation, shows us the 
method of reconciling the two apparently contra¬ 
dictory statements. There is a seeming contra¬ 
diction between two statements made about the^ 
attribution of divine qualities, once a man is 
asked to meditate the attribution of divino 
(Qualities and at another time he is asked not 
do so. Then in the third Sutra the two statements 
are reconciled and proved to be true in different 
eligibility. Here no dombt the instances of attri¬ 
bution and non attribution of qualities ought to 
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have been cited to show contradiction in the 
Vedic statements. But the instances from Karma- 
kand are cited because they have been used by 
men of different schools and also because they 
are oft cited. Or it may be construed that these 
statements from Karmakanda also are reconciled 
by the Sutrakara. 

So all sorts of contradictions discrepancies in 
the case of Veda are to be reconciled as in the 
case of Pratyaksha and Anumana. The ancient 
commentators like Jaimini have explained them 
as rhetorical repetition or philosophical tauto¬ 
logy. The modern commentators like Madhva 
justify these as the source of strengthening the 
meaning of the statements. 

Invalidity of Vedas is waved off; But the 
validity of the Vedas is not yet proved- It is 
objected that the absence of invalidity cannot 
be the presence of validity. To this objection 
Madhva replies that when invalidity is removed 
validity coines of its own accord, i.e. by the 
intrinsic power of producing knowledge only. 
The Naiyayikas admit self-validity in the case 
of perception and inference and refuse it in 
the case of word or Vedas. In reply to these 
j^leople, Madhva says that Agama,also has self 
validity like perception. Agama from its deri- 
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vatioii means the source ©r instrument of kno¬ 
wledge. Shri Madhva hag else where derived it 
and says^that it tells us of Dharm and Adharma. 
Both mean the same thing. 

There are some who do not admit self-vali¬ 
dity t o any source of knowledge. They shall have 
to accept self-validity of agama as they are 
forced to accept the same in the case of perce¬ 
ption and inference. 

Now Jayateertha explains the self validity 
of the Pramanas. Perception inference and Verbal 
Testimony are three Pramanas or sources of kno¬ 
wledge; and knowledge born of these sources is also 
Pramana. In the case of knowledge,validity means 
correspondence with the object of knowledge and 
selfness or intrinsicality in validity of knowledge is 
being produced by the same sources as will pro¬ 
duce knowledge. This is self validity in the pro¬ 
duction of knowlede. Raghavendra 

warns us here that this sort of intrinsicality is 
restricted to only non-eternal or produced kno¬ 
wledge. For eternal knowdedge like that of God 
is essential and unproduced. And hence, it is not 
produced by any sources of knowledge. Only 
knowledge born of the external sources of kno¬ 
wledge has its validity being produced by the same 
sources as have produced knowledge. 
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Even then it is objected that the definition 
of self validity in the birth of knowledge is defe¬ 
ctive. Because the positive rule of concomatanoe 
is wherever there is source of knowledges produ¬ 
cing knowledge, there is producing of validity of 
knowledge. But this rule is violated because in 
the erroneous knowledge Pratyaksh or perception 
has produced the knowledge ‘This is Silver’ seeing 
the shell. Yet it has not produced validity in it. 
For ‘This is silver’ is a piece of invalid knowledge 
to be sublated by‘this is nob silver but this is 
shell”. Hence it is not correct to say that sources 
of knowledge produce validity of knowledge. 

This objection is cleared bv elucidating 
further ‘Validity produced by only producers of 
knowledge.’ It means that validity is capable 
of being produced by only|producers ofknowledge. 
Its capability is proved and is not contradicted. 
Again you may have the first definition involving 
the production (not mere capacity); still we may 
show that there is no harm even if this definition 
is not found in erroneous knowledge. For ‘by 
only producers of knowledge’ is further explained 
^o mean that ‘producers un-acrompanied with 
elements contributing to the disproval of validity.’ 

Even then the definition is not free from 
defects of half baked or hasty definitions. The 
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definition with the ehicidation amounts to this 
“self validity in the birth of knowledge is that it 
is produced by the same producers of knowledge 
unaccompanied with elements disproving the 
validity.” Let us take a case where the elements 
of producing knowledge are scanty and they are 
unaccompanied "with elements disproving validity. 
No validity is produced. Hence the definition i9 
defective. So the definition is further expanded. 
“The producers of knowledge must have all the 
elements of producing knowledge unaccompanied 
with all elements disproving validity of kno¬ 
wledge” Here is taken to mean ‘air. 

When this definition is given to Naiyayika, 
he says that nothing new is given to him by this 
definition. For this sort of self validity is agreed 
to by the the Niyayikas. They also say that 
the elements of producing knowledge without 
the elements of disproving validity through certain 
qualities like “corroboration by men of verity ,, 
and integration” produce validity. Here again 
‘produced by only the producers of knowledge/ 
means ‘not produced by the non-producers of 
knowledge.” This is some thing new to the Nai- 
yayikas. For he agrees that validity is produced 
by some tiling other than the producers of kno- 
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wledge viz ‘corroboration by men of verity’ wbicb 
does not produce any knowledge.’ 

Self validity in respect of its origination was 
so long considered. Now self validity in res[)ect 
of its cognition is considered. Knowledge is 
cognised by the internal evidence or Sakshi and 
other means as would cognise knowledge. This 
is self validity in respect of its cognition. 

As for the source or means of knowledge* 
they have no self validity in respect of cognition. 
Sor the cognition of the means of knowledge is 
made by perception and others as is found 
suitable. That the 5 ^ produce valid knowledge is 
known to us by inference. Or from another point 
of view they have self-validity. Those very means 
by which we know that they produce knowledge, 
also help us to know that they produce valid kno¬ 
wledge. This is their self-validity in respect of 
their cognition. 

In origination there is self validity because 
validity does not need any more causal elements 
tj^ah gre required for origination of knowledge* 
In ^p^nition we accept self validity because vali¬ 
dity Is cognised by those very elements which 
cognise knowledge. Then follows a long course 
of inferential argumentation with attacks and 
counter attacks. 
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If self validity is not accepted then there 
will be infinite regress. But invalidity in its 
origination and cognition depends upon defects 
which are not elements that constitute the cause 
of knowledge. So the invalidity of knowledge is 
dependent, and extrinsic. These means of kno¬ 
wledge are not sure to produce valid knowledge. 
But naturally they tend to produce valid kno- 
wledge; if certain defects crop up they hinder 
the natural power from being effective and caiise 
invalidity. For defects are universally accepted 
to hinder the natural process of change and cause 
deformed perversion. Then it may be said that 
causal elements include defeotlessness, when 
producing validity. 

This will raise an important question. It is 
believed that generally an effect is produced 
out of its own inherent potentiality. It is its 
natural process. In spite of the presence of the 
potentiality on account of some hindrance the 
natural process of change is stopped or parve- 
rted into deformed effect. Then it is called 
exceptional process. If on the other hand the 
absence of hindrance is included in Causal 
elements and the natural pracess of potentia¬ 
lity turning into actuality is stopped by some 
hindrance then we may suppose that there are no 



potential elements that constitute' cause, Or 
when deformed effects are produced there were 
deformed elements as cause. Hindrance which 
really existing will have to go out of causal 
procedure- Thus the general rule and exception 
will completely diaappaar when considering causal 
relationship. 

The internal sense (sakshi) which cognises 
knowledge, also naturally cognises its validity. 
But it is generally so. In exceptional cases when 
there is hindrance affecting the operation of 
sakshi it may not cognise the validity at all. 
So naturally or iisually validity is intrinsic 
self proved. Then it naturally follows that kno¬ 
wledge which runs against the vedas originates 
as invalid only because the knower is deceitful, 
dull in his senses and labouring under false kno¬ 
wledge. 

Here some fundamental objections are raised. 
Vedas and works of Budha are antetbeses of each 
other. Yet' why sliould not both of them, be 
valid sources of knowledge? or if one of them 
is to be invalid what special reasons are there to 
attribute defects to Baudhagamas so that ulti¬ 
mately they would be proved to be invalid ? 

To all these there is one reply and that is 
that the Vedas are not composed but self-revealed 
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, and hence eternal. But it may be contended that 
because the Baudhagamas are not going to be 
destroyed and hence they are eternal. Besides 
the order of letters in Baudhagama is fixed by the 
intelligence of God. Hence the order is indestru¬ 
ctible and hence eternal. And these are the sou¬ 
rces to settle Dharma and Adharma which is 
claimed as special previlige by the Vedas. There¬ 
fore the Baudhas before they enter into lists of 
dispute make certain points clear, through friendly 
enquiry. 

What are Vedas ? What is their uncomposed 
nature or authorlessness ? A special order of 
letters is the Veda; Its authorlessness means to 
be found the same (without any change in order) 
eternally. Because in ordinary composition the 
order of letters depends on the pronunciation of 
the teacher. Letters themselves being eternal and 
all pervasive cannot have their own natural order. 
Of the vedic letters there is no anterior intelli¬ 
gence used as in ordinary composition. The 
.modern teacher always repeats Vedic compo¬ 
sition dependent on his memory of what he has 
repeated yesterday, as God also repeats the same 
Veda as was found in the’previous creation. The 
divine memory of Vedas is an eternal flow in 
the mind of God. From that eternal flow tb© 
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anterior repetition becomes tbe source for the 
posterior repetition, in the case of God’s repe¬ 
tition of the Vedas. Hence Veda is eternal and 
anthorless. 

Now Dharma and Adharma though invisible 
yet form an essantial stuff of our spiritual life are 
generally accepted by all systems except the 
atheist’s- And it is also agreed that they have 
certain sources from which they can be ascerta¬ 
ined- We must now know Pratyaksha or per* 
ception is not the source to know Dharma; For 
they have no external and visible forms. Nor can 
internal perception help us. For we never get 
the experience of having enjoyed happiness. 

Nor can you plead that we ordinary people 
cannot perceive Dharma Adharma and their being 
the cause of happiness or misery in the other 
world. But the Yogis with their supernatural 
power of vision cannot vouch safe any authority 
for our guidance and behaviour. One man’s 
experience cannot be guidance to another man. 

Nor can reason take us a long way. For 
it cannot settle the special fruit and the method 
of achieving Dharma and Adharma. Thus by 
the principle of elimination only the eternal and 
authorless Vedas can be the guidance in respect 
of religions life of men and women. 
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So it is proved that some source of know¬ 
ledge of Dharma and Adharma must be acce¬ 
pted. And that is the authorless Veda. All other 
records are known to be attributed to some 
author. But the Veda is not attributed to any 
author. Some others do not concern themselves 
with the establishment of Bharma and Adharma. 
Veda alone being authorless and eternal takes 
up the task of establishing Dharma and Adharma 

Even when they know what Dharma and 
Adharma are from the Vedas, yet people, on 
account of their defective understanding, find 
particular interpretations in them running con¬ 
trary even to the main purport of the Vedas, 
Hence there is keen diiference of opinion rega¬ 
rding Dharma and Adharma. 

Now some object that there are evidences 
both verbal ahd inferential to prove that the 
Vedas also are written compositions. From the 
very fact that the vedas are made up of sentencea 
which must have been composed by some body as 
the sentences of Kalidas are, it is proved that they 
have authors. 

Jayateertha now enters into very subtle 
syllogism with his keen sense of logical reasoning 
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The present time is such as would possess autho¬ 
rful composition which is different from the pre¬ 
sent (secular) composition different from the 
Vedas. First take the situation where the secular 
sentence belongs to the present time and is diffe¬ 
rent from the Veda. New the present time has 
authorful composition which does not possess the 
qualiity of present time that is different from 
the Veda. No doubt authorful composition diffe¬ 
rent from the present time that is different from 
Veda is seclur composition constiting of words 
and sentences and Veda to be found in the past 
and future* 

If we try to prove that the present time is 
such as has authorful composition not belonging 
to the present time, we commit the fallacy of 
self contradiction. For at this time there is only 
authorful composition of the present time and not 
one not belonging to the present time. Hence the 
adjective ‘different from Veda’ is made to qualify 
*the present time’. Now the authorful Veda 
existing at present, though belonging to the 
present is not different from the Veda and hence 
Veda is something different from the present 
which is different from the Veda. Now there is 
no contradiction. Thus Raghavendra goes on 
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from intricacy to intricacy involving the ordinary 
man into confusion. 

He also quotes.Veda to show that there is an 
author to the Vedas. Vedas are composed 
writings. There is onething which comes in the 
way of this kind of reasoning. We must ascertain 
the infallibility of the person whom we rely upon, 
for the validity of the work attributed to him. 
Hence any work written by an author cannot be 
the source of the knowledge of Dharma and Adha 
rma. Even God cannot be accepted as author of the 
Vedas, relying upon the streangth of inference* 
For the same inference leads us to the idea that 
he is not a reliable author. 

For in some of his incarnations he has 
behaved like an unreliable person. Hence the 
Vedas are authorless and Puranas and other works 
have been written compositions and their autho¬ 
rity is borrowed from the Vedas. 

Here and there Agni and Varuna are mentio¬ 
ned in Veda as the sources of the Vedas and hence 
some argue that they are the original composers 
of Veda, But this is not sound. For Agni and 
Vayu and other Gods are merely propogaters of 
Veda. These apostles cannot be raised to the 
rank of original authors. 
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Some others contend that "when letters theni- 
selves are evanescent and not eternal, Vedas 
cannot be eternal. To this the reply is that 
Vedas are not unchanging and eternal. But it has 
one and same and continuous order of letters. 
Hence no question arises whether letters are 
eternal or not.^ 

At the beginning while introducing the in¬ 
vestigation of Brahma the topic of the validity 
of Vedas had cropped up. A note of sceptic dis* 
appointment had been drawn out. The validity 
of verbal testimony in general had been que¬ 
stioned. For no reasonable contact could be 
established between a word and its meaning. 
Hence no method of deriving the meaning of the 
sentence could be explained. When thus an 
ordinary sentence has no validity of conveying 
the meaning then a particular section of verbal 
testimony can have much less claim to such 
validity. 

This doubt is dispelled by launching a theory 
ot connotation in the science of semantics. The 
objector directly attacks the theory of validity 
of the Vedas so far discussed. His contention is 
that verbal testimany introduces to us a thing 
already known to us through other instruments 
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of knowledge. This sort of redundancy is a 
weakness or short coming in man. But Veda being 
authorless is untouched by human hand. Hence 
this redundancy may not amount to a defect.Yet it 
pleads for rejection on the ground of uselessness. 
Therefore we need not make any investigating 
researches in the Vedas as they are. proved to be 
reduntant and useless, when-no new thing is to be 
known from the Vedas. Nor can they produce any 
useful knowledge regarding the meaning of a state¬ 
ment, For a sentence cannot yield its meaning as 

betters, words, meaning, memory born of the 
knowledge of these severally or jointly cannot 
yield any meaning. 

Hence as there are no sound basic grounds 
for the understanding of the meaning of a sentence, 
there is no settled meaning of a sentence. The 
meaning so called is only a kind of doubt in which 
one alternative is abnormally stressed- Hence there 
is no validity in the Vedas as they do not convey 

a settled and sure meaning warranted by sure 
grounds. To this Shri Madhva rejoins :— 

A word has connotational power to express 
its meaning when it is syntactically related with 

the meaning of the other proper words. 

But some say that there is one word of this 
type, which conveys its meaning being related 
with the meaning of other words. That word stands 
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first or primary in meaning in the sentence. But 
such a word is arbitrary and very difficult to 
settle. For any w ord can stand first in a sentence 
or primary in meaning is settled when all words 
aid the meaning of a particular word. This sort 
of primacy leads to split of sentence (vakya bheda) 
which is a fault in sentence-construction; and 
hence all words would be primary and all would 
convey their meaning after being related with 
the meaning of the other proper words. 

Raghavendra explains this sentential defect 
by taking an example. Here is a sentence {nrarnur) 
‘Bring a cow’; Though its meaning is ‘Bringing’ 
and the word ‘cow’ only defines ‘Bringing'* In 
different sentences like ‘cow is white’ ‘cow is 
having a hump on the back’ ‘she is a milch cow.’ 
‘A cow’ is the meaning and other words qualify 
that meaning. Hence importance or primacy 
varies with intention of the speaker and therefore 
it is unsettled and unascertained. 

It it is contended that the verbal form is the 
important word in a sentence. Then in a sentence 
like (he sacrifices with curds) the verbal 

form is subordinate- Now curds is sacrificial obla¬ 
tion and is called Guna- This sentence is quoted 
in the chapter on Agnihotra or sacrificial Fire, 
Here with the verbal form (sacrifices) the 
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context of sacrifice is repeated; and it is said in 
what is called sacrifice, curds is enjoined to be 
offered. Therefore what is repeated (the verbal 
form) is subordinate and what is enjoined is curd's 
and that is important* Hence the rule that the 
verbal form is important in a sentence is violated 
here- 

Verbal form cannot be the principle part of 
of a sentence round which all the other words 
hinge and yield the meaning. For sentences without 
verbal form also convey the import. 

Some contend that the word has power to 
convey meaning only as particularly related to 
some other word; this contention is baseless and 
it will be proved so in III Adhyaya Brahma sutra. 
There it is said that the subject word when used 
expresses the meaning as related in general. 
To know the particular relation he asks what. 
When words expressing attributes and action are 
used and the word expressive of doer or subject 
is related with them then expectancy is satisfied. 
Therefore each word connotes meaning as conne¬ 
cted in general with some other word when the 
particular connection is made explicit when actu¬ 
ally related with that word. So words have mea¬ 
ning only as related.. 



Then the discussion goes on with arguments 
and counter arguments till at last it is conclusi¬ 
vely proved that the word has meaning only as 
related to some other word in general and the 
particular relationship is made clear only in the 
context with other words. 

At this stage Raghavendra reconciles appa" 
rent contradictions between different works of the 
same author. In Pramanapadhati Jayateerth says 
that words which convey meaning as related in 
general when brought in the context with other 
words, get different power to connote meaning 
with particularised relationship. In another 
context in Nyaya Sudha it is said the word co¬ 
nnotes the meaning as particularised by its spe¬ 
cial contact with other words. So in the regular 
context of words one word first being generally 
related gets a new power to connote the meaning 
in the particular relationship with the other word. 
Here in Sudha it is only said W'rfiTsgr^i^B'’ 

which implies that the word with its intrinsic or 
or natural power connotes the meaning of that 
word in particular relationship with the other 
word. But Madhva does not accept natural power 
of connotation for the particularly related mea¬ 
ning, He only admits some assumed (srifia’) 
power of the wotd to convey the particularised 
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relatioiiship. It is useful only in particularising 
the general relationship, with the other proper 
word. 

Now in this context Shri Madhva considers 
the concept of Spbota m the connotation of the 
meaning of a sentence. 8phota is an all pervasive 
entity of the kind of Aksha or ether. It is in the 
form of a sentence. The advocates of Sphota 
enter into details of definition and division. But 
here we linut ourselves to vafcya sphota which is 
considered the cause of the conveyance of the 
meaning of a sentence. 

If this partless entity Sphota is the cause of 
the expression of the meaning of the sentence 
then you are indulging in unnecessary conceptual 
prolixity. This Vakyasphota is manifested by 
the group of words. This manifested sphota 
reveals the meaning of the sentence. This is a 
cumbrous process because you are accepting a 
Vakya of this new type unwarranted by any 
evidence- And then you attribute power to that 
Vakya to express the meaning of that sentence. 
This is conceptual cumbrousness 

The protagonist of sphota contends that a 
sentence consists of words and a word consists of 
letters. A letter is manifest being born in a place 
like ‘palate’; thus when the word consisting of 



letters is fully manifested all the words would reveal 
the Vakya spota, which on its part brings to light 
the import of the sentence. There is first Vakya 
sphota revealed part by part by each word. Then 
this Vakya sphota in parts leads to the partless 
vakya sphota which ultimately ends in the 
revelation of the import of a sentence. Under 
these circumstances if a-sentence apart from the 
group of words and a word apart ironi the group 
of letters are not accepted, then in both the cases 
no meaning is conveyed. Now each word cannot 
convey the meaning of a sentence; each letter 
cannot convey the meaning of the word. Nor can 
the group either in the case of words or letters 
be formed to convey the meaning. For one letter 
after producing its cognition perishes in the next 
moment and does not remain to form a group. 
So is the casft with the word. 

If the rise of the meaning from the word ig 
traced to the memory of each letter combined 
with the memory of the last letter, then in that 
indivisible solid memory there cannot be any order 
of letters- one following the preceding,- which is 
the antecedent cause to produce cognition of the 
word. If letters are eternal and all-pervasive 
there cannot be any order spatial or temporal. 
And the order may be found in the concepts fo- 
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rmed of different letters after their cognitioi!i> 
But even this conceptual order cannot be found 
in the solid mental impress of all letters. And 
without this order there cannot arise any meaning. 
If order does not constitute the antecedental 
cause of the rise of the meaning from the word 
then words like ut: and TU’; will have the same 
meaning. Therefore in order to explain the pro¬ 
duction of meaning from the w'ord when letters 
cannot do that, a sphota apart from the letters is 
forced upon us which becomes the causal link be¬ 
tween word and its meaning. 

Now Jayateertha refutes this theory of sphota* 
He wants to know from the apostle of sphota whe¬ 
ther this sphota is first cognised and then it conr 
veys the meaning of the word and the import of the 
sentence; or it does so by its mere presence. For 
the cognition of sphota there is no other evidence 
but the pre supposition he put forth before. If so 
there is mutual dependence. For after cognition 
of sphota there is cognition of meaning. And after 
the meaning is appehended as it cannot be expla¬ 
ined in any other w-ay he posits the presence of 
sphota. This is the fallacy of mutual dependence. 

But he contends that sphota is cognised by 
perception. Seeing a group of words he cognises 
‘one sentence’ and seeing a group of letters he 



cognises ‘one word^ This cognition of unity pre* 
supposes the existence of sphota. 

This supposition deserves critical scrutiny. 
For this perception of unity includes diversity of 
words and letters. It precludes all diversity and 
difference from its indivisible verbal oneness (of 
sphota). Now the second alternative runs counter 
to our experience which comprehends unity in 
diversity. In the first alternative if unity of 
sphota with all its diversity alive is comprehended; 
is it mere manifestation or physical production ? 
In the case of manifestation it cannot be explai¬ 
ned as before whether each word or each letter 
manifests sphota or the whole group. Physical 
production is out of question in the case of eternal 
letters. 

The sphotavadi contends that the cognition 
of the last letter with tlie residue impress of each- 
of the previous letters is the cause of the mani¬ 
festation of sphota. This contention is met with 
the rejoinder that mere cognition of the last letter 
will be enough to produce the manifestation of 
sphota. 

Thus Jnyatcerth gives sphotavadi a long rope 
to hang himself by allowing him the choice of 
many more alternatives. Still he could not give 
any satisfactory explanation, Then Jayateertha 
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exposed the hollowness of the contention of spho- 
tavadi. 

Jayateertha critically examines other sys¬ 
tems of semantics which determines the can- 
notation and cognition of meaning of these. He 
scrutinises the school which recognises connota¬ 
tion first and then syntactical relationship of the 
meaning of one word with that of the other. 

They say that connotated meaning with the 
aids of syntax like Expectancy, compatibility, 
and Juxtaposition seeks relationship with the 
meaning of the other word. Tf we contend against 
the Bhattas whose system we propounded, that 
mere meaning without the use of the w^ord esta¬ 
blishes syntactical relationship and a complete 
idea is developed. One man sees a whitish object, 
hears the neighing and stamping of the horse and 
gets the idea that ‘a white horse runs’. He pleads 
that it is inference which yields this idea- But 
this is a lengthy process. Madhva admits 
only one power of a word which connotes related 
meaning and not two powers one to connote mea¬ 
ning and another to convey relationship as the 
Bhattas admit. 

Now by retracing our steps to the starting 
point we say that the import of the sentence is 
conveyed by the words themselves and hence the 
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reliability of the Vedas is fully established and 
hence again the investigation of the Vedas for the 
knowledge of Brahma is fully justified. 

Jayateertha now recapitulates all the five 
reasons conveyed, by the word arrTJ in the first sutra. 
Vedas are to be investigated because 1) Investi¬ 
gation leads to knowledge causing divine grace 
which ultimately results in Mukti, 2) the bon¬ 
dage is real 3) Vedic words have the import of 
existing beings (and not becomings only). 4) The 
Vedic wcjrds have validity 5) and a word is first 
related to another word in general and then can- 
notes its meaning. 

Therefore this elucidation of the word 
easily wards off the defect of repetition with the 
meaning of the word as is found in the exposi¬ 
tion ofVritikara. For Vritikara interprets 3T<r as 
‘after’ which expects to be allied with what has 
gone before ‘eligibility’ and ultimately means, 
‘After eligibility’. Hence it proves eligibility to 
be the reason for investigation. Then srer; also 
means ‘because there is eligibility’. Therefore there 
is the logical fallacy of Tautology. Even if it is 
argued that only gives reasonability as implied 
meaning while srs: gi.ves it as connotational or pri¬ 
mary meaning still the objection o{ repetition is 
there. For, whether primary or secondary that 
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meaning is incorporated in the import of the 
sentence. 

But such repetition or tautology does not 
occur in our interpretation; for the word w in 
the first sutra signifies eligibility of an aspirant 
which will qualify him for investigation of 
Brahma, But aira': signifies a collection of reasans 
which will settle the subject matter and purpose 
of the investigation. Hence there is no tautology. 
Now the statement of eligibilitv removes the 
doubt that there are no eligible aspirants for 
Brahma Jijnasa. The phrase Brahma Jijnasa 
tells us that Brahma wuth its significance is proved 
' to be some thing quite different from the sentient 
and the insentient. Such a Brahma is the subject 
of investigation. Through this knowledge of 
Brahma one gets Moksha. Hence Moksha is 
also the purpose of investigation of Brahma. 
The eligible man for Moksha is one who is desi- 
rious of getting Moksha. Thus the words like 
Brahma and others signify that the present inve¬ 
stigation has eligible students for that research. 
Yet if all desirous of getting Moksha are eligible 
for this research, then it directly runs against the 
sY)irit of the statement “Women, Shudras, and 
fallen Brahmins are not eligible to study the 
of Vedas.” Therefore according to the statement 
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that the eligibles are of three kinds, some are 
the lowest and others are the middle class and 
still others are highly eligible. Their characteri¬ 
stics also are given as eligibility for Mukti, study, 
and other qualities as devotion and self restraint. 

It must be clearly understood that Brahma 
Sutras are the Sutras and: on them depend all other 
Sutras like Bharma Sutras for their validity. 

It must be supposed that Tarka and Meema- 
msa are separate disciplines. For they are so 
enumerated in the shruties. 

It is stated in the Talavakar Upaniehat that 
Tarka Vidya and Meemamsa Vidya are two 
different Vidyas. For there while enumerating 
Vedas and Vedangas, Tarkshastra and Meemamsa 
are seperately mentioned. Tarkashastra is bodily 
mentioned; while the word ‘satya’ (because 
Brahma is discussed) stands for Meemamsa. In 
the same way in a quotation from Talawakara-, 
Bhashay, Meemamsa is bodily mentioned and 
Tarka is included in the othersWhen 
these two are different disciplines the subject^ 
matter also of both must be different. So, if the 
theories of validity of the Vedas which are the? 
subject matter also of the Tarkashastra is treated; 
mainly in Meemamsa then there will be no diffe. 
renqe in subject matter. But the subject of TarkU' 
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shastra might be a little touched in Meemamsa to 
prove its nature of dependency on theMeemamsa. 
Now this Tarka is not written by Kanada Aksha- 
pada or Gautama. But it is Brahma Tarka written 
by the Sutrakara Vedavyasa himself. Narayan is 
the original writer of the huge work which extends 
to millions of verses, but is then abridged into a 
work of five thound by Vedavyasa. 

Really speaking the Brahma Tarka is written 
by Vedavyasa separately for some special reason. 
These tw^o doubts are entertained in this context. 
First it is said Vishnu composed the huge Brahma 
Tarka of millions of verses. If Sutralcara has 
composed one of a few thousand verses it must 
be different one. The second doubt is Vyasa 
should have composed another work on the same 
subject. Then it is waste of time. 

Vishnu in the incarnation of Narayana compo¬ 
sed this work. Now both these doubts are cleared* 
The validity of Vedas is taken from Brahma 
Tarka where it is treated and it is suggested by 
3r?r: in Bralnna Sutra on which Brahma Tarka 
depends. Yet both these a.re different works for 
their subject matters are different. That which 
is dialated u]ion at length in Tarka Shastra is 
suggested briefly in Meemamsa Shastra by the 
word STS:. Because the topics like the reality of 
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bondage are corroborated by experience- And 
hence they are treated and suggested by stcT:. 

Madhva adduces another reason also- It is 
' the habit of human beings. Simple topics like 
instruments of knowledge and their validity are 
treated in Brahma Tarka; while at the request 
of Gods Vedavyasa dealt with more difficult 
topics of the interpretation of Vedas and canons 
for this interpretation in Brahma Meemamsa or 
Brahma Sutras. The sparse treatment that is 
accorded to these topics also suggests scant 
respect shown to the objections of the opponents 
as they are very hollow and plausible. For those 
who are unable to deal squarely with even percep> 
tible things are unqualified to deal with impercep¬ 
tible and deep things like Moksha and others, as 
treated in the impenetrable Vedas. Though they 
are the folloAvers of Veda yet they deserve this 
scant respect. 

Thus interpreting sra: Madva expatiates upon 
the subject of Brahma. He quotes Bhagavan 
himself who told that Brahma is no other than 
Vishnu, at the end of Devi JMeemamsa. He now 
derives the word Narayana to show that etymo- 
gically both Brahma and Vishnu mean the same 
thing viz ‘Full of auspicious qualities’. Narayana 
is the 3r*r^ or resort of fjfr or gunas or qualities. 
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How does 5TTT mean quality or Gun a is the 
question. 

R-agha.vendra feels a fish in water when he 
has an opportunity to explain grammatical 
derivations. The word ffR is the combination of 
or ssr {the negetive particle) plus the word s??:. 
In Vyakarana there is the Sutra ffsr which autho¬ 
rises the negative particle to be compounded with 
its next word. So fr and arr coalesced by Savarna- 
deergha Sandhi become sir. Now the negative 
particle has three meenings 1) difference 
2) Negation 3) opposite or contrary. Of these 
the third meaning is chosen, ar^ signifies defficts 
or drawbacks and the opposite of it is good 
quality* Hence fTR: means good quality. 

One grammatical difficulty is Jiar should be 
dropped as in words like But before ce¬ 

rtain words like and the ?r is not dropped. 
The word fTRi^roT is also included in this group, and 
hence ^ remains unchanged. 

Or is a Sutra which forms the compound 
of ?r with JTT. Hence ^ is not elided or dropped. 
But then the meaning is not ’T<ii or good 
quality but only the absence. This is not a great 
objection, for looking to the contex may 
signify though it is there to contradict defects. 
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Or by secondary meaning it may signify ’T’^r, whicli 
is the contrary of defect, 

Now the question is the change of h to>ir in 
sTTTm'jr. The Sutra by the strength of which is 
changed to at is ^ The meaning 

is !T is changed to «r in the same word or Pada if 
^ comes after t or Here t is in *iit and ^ is in 

and hence they are not to be found in the same 
Pada. But even then when ^ or is in the first 
Pada and 5i in the second still !T is changed to ti 
only when does not come between them and 
when the word is used by strong convention. 

One more objection is being formed with 
the suffix 593 should be neuter in gender. Even 
this is not so sound. For it is not that all words 
with the suffix 593 are neuter- Had it been so 
there was no necessity of ordaining i (^9) after¬ 
words in 593 to get their feminine gender. From 
this we know that there are other genders 
ordained for such words and hence masculine 
gender is justified in Narayana. Raghavendra 
quotes usages from Mahabhashya where a word 
in 59^5r is used in masouline gender 3riT9i?ft 

^TW). Here is used in masculine gender. 

The word in the Sutra is chiefly used in 
the sense of Vishnu, Reasons are adduced to 
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prove this for those who do not admit this- But 
Brahma connotes other meanings also primarily. 
You cannot disprove this as Koshas are quoted 
as authority. Hence it is said Brahma means 
Vishnu by a chief primary way of connotation, 
(or the convention of the learned). 

In Vedic scripture ascertains the 

meaning of Brahma to be Vishnu only. To prove 
this another scripture-evidence is adduced‘aT¥rf9Tit' 
This quotation does not prove to stand in the 
place of Vishnu* So it is explained that the co¬ 
mmencement of the former passage is the latter 
quotation whose purport is the same as the mea¬ 
ning of Narayana. Hence recapitulates Nara- 
yana and asserts that he is Brahma. 

Vishnu is said to be in the midst of ocean. 
Lakshmi who bestows as gifts the posts of Rudra 
and Brahma, finds her Lord in the midst of ocean-. 

A Shruti is quoted to prove that Vishnu has 
taken resort to the ocean and to prove his great¬ 
ness par cellence* Raghavendra shows his 
skill in Vedic interpretation as he has shown his 
scholarship in grammar and allied subjects- 
The constituents of Brahmanda which are all 
pervading are seven viz the five elements in inclu¬ 
ding Mahat and Ahankara; and they have the 
presiding deities, who are all engaged in their re- 
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spective duties at the order of Narayana. He is 
the agent who distributes happiness among man¬ 
kind. 

The experience of the great men of intuition 
is brought to bear upon the problem. They 
declare emphetically that Brahma is Vishnu alone. 

Here again an objection is raised. Sutrakara 
himself in the next Sutra (^rffTrarFq'q’cr:) specifies the 
meaning of Brahma as one who is the cause of 
creation, sustenance destruction and other things 
of this world. Where is then'the necessity for the 
Bhashyakara to marshall all his'scriptural scholar¬ 
ship in adumbration to settle the meaning of 
Brahma to be exclusively Vishnu 

Because to one who is well versed in the 
different meanings of words it is but natural that 
a word when uttered should convey different 
meanings. Hence it is natural that Bhashyakara 
should asoertian one exclusive meaning warranted 
by the context 

It is not a rule in interpretation that we should 
interpret in the light of expositions that follow 
and not those that precede. precedes 

and in its light a discussion of the 
meaning of Brahma is instituted and settled. 
Bhashyakara does not prevent any one from 
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interpreting Brahma in the light of coming 
elucidation. 

So Brahma is Nayayana or Vishnu and net 
the embodied soul. Sutrakar does not give even 
an inkling of a hint that Brahma is the human 
soul. Why should v e father upon him an idea 
which is not his. The subject is sufficiently 
thrashed and at the end we only reiterate that 
investigation of Brahma is essential as it is 
endowed with all the prerequisites of eligibility, 
subject matter, and purpose—all mutually related 
which qualifies Brahma Meemamsa for a happy 
launching. 


The end of Jijnasadhikarana. 
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JANMADHIKARANA 


It was stated that the investii^atioii of 
Brahma must be undertaken in the first Sutra* 
That investigation begins from the second sutra 
jtct: and not from as others con¬ 

tend. This is made clear in Chandrika. 


Here it is explained how naturally the second 
sutra follows the first sutra. Investigation 
•of Brahma means the investigation of the 
nature of Brahma along with its means and 
its ultimate fruit. No doubt the compound 
T^^iUr is to be dissolved as 5r|rDT: f^r^rwr and the 
genitive is used in, the sense of karma or object 
of investigation andvhence the nature of Brahma is 
the most important part of investigation; Yet this 
investigation to be complete includes the research 
of the means of investigation and the ultimate 
^purpose or fruit of it. Besides the inquisitive 
nature of an aspirant does enquire how to investi¬ 
gate and why; and the satisfactoiy explanation 
•of how and why is the exposition of means and 
repurpose of this . investigation. Of these two, first 
<Sadhana-is taken up for treatment and next Phala. 
■{First the nature is expounded. Nature of Brahma 
iis made clearfby a^definition and evidences. 
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Definition distinguishes tlie object defined 
from similar and dissimilar objects. Then you 
shall have to adduce evidences to prove what you 
have stated. 

Here Brahma that is defined is not void of 
attributes as others say but it is one endowed 
with rich attributes. For that Brahma is one who 
is the cause of creation sustenance and destruction 
of this world. And he is also one who is searched 
in the midst of the ocean, by the men of intuition- 

So then the ultimate definition of Brahma 
js that which is the cause of creation and other 
seven things of this world* Here the activity of 
creatorship is in Brahma and the action of 
creation is in the world. One is the agent of 
creation sTzftsrqr and another is the object of crea¬ 
tion The activities of creatorship and others 
denote by secondary implication creation and 
other things of the world. 

Now all these attributes of creatorship and 
others are corroborated by statements in Shruti. 
For all statements referring to the cause of 
creation, when they are made to refer to Hari, 
accord harmoniously with the general spirit of 
Shruties. Or some like Ramanuja object to 
Brahma being the cause of creation and other 
things at one and the same time. For when 
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creation goes on, there cannot be destruction and 
otherthings and so on and so forth. Hence 
Brahma is the cause of creation and other things 
not at one and the same time but at different 
times pertaining to different functions. But 
Madhva wants to assert that Brahma has the po¬ 
tentiality of all these poAvers at all times. This 
is elaborately treated in Chandrika when refuting 
Ramanuja. 

‘Brahma is one full of all (auspicious) attri- 
butes’is a good definition. Yet ‘Full of attributes’ 
though proved in Shruti yet this scriptural evi¬ 
dence has not saved it from the doubt of ‘impossi¬ 
bility'. But the definition of‘cause of creation and 
other things’ is proved by Shruti and couritena* 
need by reasoning also. This topic is expostulated 
in the second Adhya. where to prove Brahma to be 
the cause of creation, reasons like ‘sentience, 
absolute freedom, ommipotency’ are adduced- 
But to prove Brahma to be ‘full of attributes’ 
the only reoson that can be adduced ia‘ the cause 
of creation’. Hence in the second Sutra the defi¬ 
nition of Brahma is first given as ‘the cause of 
creation’. 

The compound 3r?trir? gives room for double 
5 dissolution. One is that is the 

jattribute does not qualify substantive. Hence 
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3frfk;q^) refers to j^rahnia is one who i'^ 
the protector of'the world i^ut ddes ’iiot 

(Qualify the otlipr, ISrahma. Then the aecdha 
dissolution is ^|wrHr^5r3|^fg: m which the ’attri¬ 
bute (qualifies the noun that is different iroiia tlie 
members of the compound. So cfeation siiste- 
nance and dissolution are the attributes and 
Brahman is considered the cause of these, thihgi. 
Hence is a Samaharadwanda {showifi^ 

single collection of these things). 

But all these definitions are defective. For 
the drfinition of Brahma is scriptural and it ihhs^ 
entirely be vouchsafed by the Shruties. Chahdfiha 
mentions all such Srutiea which must Be oohsultbd 
before the inception of the definition. Shfuti 
tells us that Brahma is the cause of eight things 
beginning with ‘ birth ’ they are maintenance, 
death, knowlegde, ingnorance, control, bohdagb, 
release.” 

The hidden purpose is explained thus:- 

If Brahman is the cause of eight things fike 
. creation, are these individually each one of theih. 
is a definition or all these collectively constitute 
a definition ? If the first alternative is accepted, 
there is no ‘special use of more than one definition. 
If the second alternative is accepted then ‘'a;ll 
the eight will be attributes of Brahnia. 




definitioTi if an ad|ec^ boused attributi- 

vely then it must fulfil these two conditions.) 
1) It must be Samhbavita or really existing in 
the substantive and 2) it ^lusi be useful in 
removing Vyabhic^ara (residing iti a place which 
does not come in the orbit of definable things). 
Now these attributes (like cause of creation and 
others things) are really existing in Brahma). But 
each one like ‘cause of creation’ is adequate 
enough to distinguish Brahma IrOm npn-Brahmas. 
Hence they do not serv^e the purpose of removing 
"^yabhichara or existing in non definable things. 

Thus we accept the first alternative of eight 
individual definitions. Besides these attributes 

add to the splendid and un limited rich ness of 
Brahma. 

So the Sutra * ’ enumerates eight 

definitions of Brahma as stated in different 
Shruties. But this is not what a Sutra shoujd 
do. A Sutra is expected to interpret Vedas and 
adduce proper reasons for such interpretations. 
Its function is not over merely by making some 
rneaningful statements. Brahmasutras are aid to 
the interpretotion of Veda offering conclusive and 
dicisive interpretations based on sound reasoning 
and canons of interpretation. So here the fourth 
interpretation of the Sutra is given. 
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Hence a different interpretation is given to 
the elucidation by Jayateertha ‘ on 

the Sutra 3r?irr?r?37JTa':. Among these eight defini¬ 
tions one is enough to distinguish Brahma from 
other things. Brahma is mentioned as the object 
of investigation and is stated in some Shruti as 
the cause of creation and in some others as cause 
of destruction to distinguish Brahma from Jeeva. 
If from the eight some are not mentioned then 
they will not be considered as extra-ordinary pro¬ 
perties of Brahma to distinguish it from Jeeva. 
Hence all the eight are mentioned as definitions 
of Brahma. 

Now in Shruti the object of investigation is 
enjoined as Brahma, who is endowed with innu¬ 
merable and unlimited attibutes and hence is 
proved to be other than Jeeva or soul. Here a 
doubt arises. Raghavendra makes clear the form 
of doubt. The object of doubt is Brahma as used 
in the Veda. This doubt is to satisfy the objections 
raised on Jijnasa that is proved in the first Sutra, 
So the second Sutra develops the subject matter 
of the first through satisfaction of querries raised 
on the first. The topic of investigation is not 
doubted for it is already confirmed. But who that 
Brahma is, is doubted. 
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The interpretation p£ a word depends on 
etymological derivation and syntactical import. 
Etymology of Brahma is resort of attributes. A 
doubt is not entertained in this respect as it is 
ascertained- But whether the syntactical import 
favours Vishnu to be the meaning of Brahma ig 
the form of doubt. 

Finally it is settled that jeeva cannot be 
Brahma to be investigated. For that Brahma 
is the creator. Therefore Brahma is Vishnu 
only. The meaning of a sentence is ascertained 
by elucidation. Now if we find the elucidation of 
a passage in the same work it is more reliable. 
The Shruti that Vishnu is full of attributes is 
elucidated by Shruti itself. This self elucida¬ 
tion confirms the existence of meritorious attri¬ 
butes in liari; and it does not give scope for the ' 
existence of defects. Hence the mention of defects 
here pleads for some other meaning of Vishnu 
than Brahma. It must be either the master of 
sacrifice or sacrifice- For in Shruti Vishnu is born 
of Soma sacrifice. But the real meaning of this 
Shruti is that Soma is Narayana in the ocean of 
milk from which as original the form of Vishnu 
is manifested. This explanation is to be found 
■ in Sanyaya Ratnavalh 
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Another reason is Mdttced in this context. 
Shruti cannot expose any defects of Vishnu. For 
Vedas are the expected sources of knowledge of 
Vishnu and Jeevas through Vedic knowledge and 
divine grace get release from bondage. God 
cannot be pleased with the knowledge of His own 
defects. Hence Vedas cannot describe the defects 
of Vishnu. Such Veda which enjoins investiga. 
tion of Brahma and tells its defects is as invalid 
as a statement which enjoins a sacrifice to get 
heaven and at the same time doubts the existence 
of heaven. 

But the validity of a statement is corre¬ 
spondence with the object that is statedv and 
not its fruitfulness. Hence on the ground of 
incompatibility with Moksha Vedic statement 
cannot be declared to be invalid. 

We do admit that validity depends upon 
correspondence; yet reference to fruit is not out 
of place; for when two meanings are expressed 
i>y a sentence naturally we try to settle one of 
them as its meaning, by reference to the fulfil¬ 
ment of the fruit or purpose. Thus fruitfulness 
is the criterion to settle which of the imports 
is warranted by the context. 

Thus the validity of a sentence is, in respect 
of import, which is compatible with the fruit or 



pjorpose of that sentence. But let this be acce¬ 
pted as theory of semantics in the case of 
human compositions. Forman for the purpose 
of getting the fruit uses a sentence. In author- 
less composition of Veda how can there be 
expressed any desire of a person ? The reply is 
that when there is no person involved and; the 
natural power of the word expresses itself intp 
some meaning, then knowledge is obtained and 
import is the object of knowledge, and that is 
the purpose, and not one involving desire. 

Purpose is not to be studied through, the 
mference but through Veda itself. The infe¬ 
rence is to this effect. Veda has purpose^ and 
fruit and impelling to activity because it is an 
acceptable sentence. But Veda itself declares 
that it is started to alleviate the pain of man. 

Even then it is objected that the Vedas may 
have the purpose of securing Swarga or heaven, 
and not for securing Moksha. Then Validity or 
invalidity is to be, settled by reference to Expe- 
ctency, compatibility and Juxtaposition, in a 
sentence. There also if the purpose is fulfilled 
only then, the sentence is valid in its meaning. 

The definition of Brahma as vouchsafed by 
Shruti is defective because the agency of crea¬ 
tion, on the strength of Shruti is to be found in 
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chaturmukha Brahma and Shiva and some shrnti 
relates Vishnu is said to be born. Hence creat* 
orship is not to be found in Vishnu. So the de¬ 
finition is affected with impossibility (ana . 

Thus in Shaiva Purana some other than 
Vishnu is credited with creatorship and 
Vishnu is divested of it. They cannot be recon¬ 
ciled with the teachings of Shruti by another 
interpretation. 

When Puranas thus challenge teacfiings of 
Shruti, rule of Jaimini restores the situation. If 
a oomposition is written by human beings and is 
suspected to be defective and yet runs counter 
to authorless compositions of Veda, such compo¬ 
sition is declared to be invalid. This applies to 
all Smrities and Puranas that depend up on the 
Vedas for their Validity. But human composi¬ 
tions, if they could not be traced to their original 
Shruties, must be imferred to have their original 
ShrUties though they could not be traced now. 

So though Rudra and others are referred to 
as creators in Smrities and Shivagamas, they are 
invalid as they are catugorically contradicted 
by the Vedas. Hence the definition of Brahma 
or Vishnu being the creator of the world is neither 
improbable nor is overpervasive. It is not 
also over-extending. Hence it is finally stated 
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that Brahma is that •which is the cause of creation, 
sustenance and destruction. 

Now Madhva wants to show that the defini¬ 
tion of others is not to the point, and is beset 
with all the defects of definition, First he chooses 
the definition of; Mayavadi for critical survey. 
The very way in which he introduces the defini¬ 
tion is not proper. First he chooses the defini¬ 
tion is something not proper. He says that 
Brahman is the cause of creation and other 
things is the definition of Brahman not one 
referring to the nature of Brahman but it 
is only crs’rsT or definition which con¬ 

veys only a temjierty mark of the thing defined. 
Creatorship is hot the intrinsic property or essen. 
tial characteristic of Brahman but it is some thing 
extraneous. It is Maya connected with Brahma 
that pr'ives to be the cause of creation. There 
are three possibilities. 1) Brahma qualified by 
Maya ih the catuSe. 2) Brahma is the cause aftOr 
borrowing the power of Maya. 3) Maya really 
is the cause of creation; But Brahma is the cause 
being its support. Thus the cause is extrafneous 
in his system. But this is not reasonable; the 
cause of creation is the intrinsic nature of Brah¬ 
man. Hence the defination of Brahma is swarup 
laxana and hot Tatastha Baxaha. 





To corrpbqrat^ trut-h Bhag^vata qjia- 
ted. In the tenth sbandha it' i? stated tliat 
^‘Brahma ia uncommon, devoid of internal distin¬ 
ctions (homogeneous), without equals and supe¬ 
riors, characterised by its essential nature of 
being the cause of creation and others,” This is 
the way in which Krishna meditated on Brahma; 
yet Badarayana called it his own statement You 
cannot decry the statement on the ground that 
it is a repetition. Otherwise the dialogue between 
Swetaketu and Uddalaka also wpuld be fit to be 
rejected. 

Mayava,di cphtejidf that, 
tion is not the essjential Mature of Brahma. It 
is an extraneous chara<?!ter bp^rpu^ed ftpiM 
which has sought cput^ot vrith Brahma Qr it 
is a temperoty lUarh pf Brahjpa hbp a proy? 
perching ori thp hpuae. It nPp4 be ohjected 
that the definition wpuld have been “that from 
which the world originates is Maya and. Brahh^a 
is its suppprt.” For ‘That is 0anga where there 
is a .cow-pen ’ where ‘ Ganga ’ hy secondly 

ipaplicatipn ‘the bank of the Ganga’ An^ here 
.also by the same n3i.ethod pfspeondary implicat|pn 
‘Brom where priginates the w;prld’ means ‘frpni 
Maya which tP:]^rahma. 
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EVen wiieri) tiiiis Mayavadi takes resort to 
T^taistha Lakab^) b!e is tiot Out of the wood. dTor 
it is Objected tH^t^the haaik of the perching of a 
crow ifincliided in the definition of the house, 
‘the ’hoh^e’ also iheSiis %he resort of a crow’. So 
Vheri the crOV flies'ilTyay '^e rniist have the idea 
bf the slipping Of the part of a house from ouir 
cOhscibiiSness - Bht 'MayaVftdi co^^^^ that the 
Tatastha LaafEtha ‘tHeofy of Brahhia is not at 
'Tariahce 'with the 'theory of ohehess of Jeeva 
'With Bfahhia. !Fbr the doerShip and enjoyership 
Which are cohceiybd by ^the Jeeta as belonging ■’to 
him as they afe 'hot ■dihsOOiated from the group 
of body, sehtes attd m the group of 

'defeats of 'il^'esbiehbe Whibh are mamfested ‘th 
the^fdfm'of'attadhiheht and hatfe cause vaihty 
trouble ahd‘tfdibOuf tb hiin* That Jeeva is ire'^ty 
distinguished- fibhi Brahhia'having 
But what fdrrna His dOhsbiOuSness identi* 

-cal with Brahnefai ^hen' hi^aiairtKe pfesehfsutra 
means -JRf;) -That ’the' ‘Whole'‘world is'^per 

iiaposed upon ^Brahiha, Bo 'tHis 'illhsory " world 
-has- for- its Buhstraltum' BtaWfii^a;' Hefhd^ the'daiilb 
lof finreai World j Maya; is%l8o hhfe heifob 

Brahma has nO real atiS^ibutes, Mayavadi addubOh 
•inference and Verhal 'teitithorty ' as eyidehldes’^to 
his cdiiteiitibii. 
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But all attempt is carrying coals to New 
castle. Let us keep the theory of world illusion 
apart. Birst let as see why we should accept that 
the definition of Brahma is only his temporory 
mark and that the dehnition secondarily by impli- 
catipn should apply to Brahma. Secondary impli¬ 
cation always pre supposes the contradiction of 
the primary meaning. Perception does not offer 
any objection for Brahma to be the cause of orea. 
tion. Nor inference offends the nature of Brahma 
as the cause of ereation, Mayavadin pushes 
forward the argument of presumption (ar'irfifw). 
The identity of Jeeva and Brahman is presumed. 
That presumption does not toterate that Bra¬ 
hman should inhere the nature of being the cause 
of creation. To save Brahma , from this pprU 
■Maya would accept that cause of creation as her 
attribute. Brahma being the support , of Maya 
becomes secondarily the pause of creation. . 

But the presumption of the identity is un¬ 
warranted* Por there are no evidences .ibO prove 
at. Now we must see in who8.e place in 
;is used. (Jia: , In chandogj^y a state- 

,ment that precedes runs; to this effect: 

y- Then 

bpd does not .support identity of Jeeva 

and Brahma. Por there will be nq rational coke- 



rence between identity and what precedes ^rr«r*!Rr. 
|r?r in is used in the place of Paramatma who 

is the store house of attributes and who is the 
cause of creation and other things of the worldi. 
This gi’eat Paramatma is said to be identical with 
this small soul of limited knowledge. There can¬ 
not be any identity between two things of in¬ 
compatible natures* So these two things she¬ 
dding their own contradictory natures embrace 
identity. 

In the second alternative ‘thatis you 

is like ‘Devadatha is a lion-’ Here is only' an 
appositional construction where two nouns are 
used in apposition in conformity with the diffe¬ 
rence between the two, even when both are used 
in their primary senses. Where is then the nece¬ 
ssity of taking recourse to secondary implication* 
This appoMtional construction is considered (nT[«r) 
secondary becauss the apparent identity means 
?only real similarity between the two. In chan- 
idrika this seeondaig^ identity ds explained thus: «In 
'the secondary apposition the ‘that’ ( wfr l is Brama 
having doership.: In this.; appositional constru¬ 
ction ‘that’ means secondarily ‘a thing similar to 
.thats ;;In ‘That is, you’ there is identity which is 
;;the meaning of apposition. But this -identity is 
UOt based on the peculiar etymotogieal eonnotar 
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tioh of the word Brabma, the chief attribute Of 
iBrahinahood, which is hot'fouiid in Jeeva. ‘HM 
this similarity cum-identity is to be fou nd be¬ 
tween the two, based on some ^secondary and 
boinmon attribute of consciousness: Therefore 
secondary identity is obtained by appositional 
cohstruction* 

Mayavadi accepts secondary implication Of 
'a 'peeuliar type which is calledin the 
case of 5rc[. Raghavendra explains this as 
BR^rsTcT The meaning of a ‘word 

is derived iby a 'secondary way of losing soine 
thing in its primary sense-sand retaining some 
other thing of it. Her© aa according to Mayavadi 
loses some • attributes like doership in Brahma, 
•but retains; consciousness in Brahma. Therefore 
?r?r' means pure canseiousness. 

. We know that ?a doubt 5 arises’: whether this 
lapposition should: be primary and the words 
and-5^ should be usedrinysecondary isense dr; the 
apposition to ibe seboiidaryvandi'vthe'two - woods ifco 
be’ .primary in their fsehsesji isand-fthere: is - souiiid 
reason’ to hoivei one of either ralternatives. ; Whea 
<we use the cariOns of interpretation, they usuaKy 
send in; difference’ as the; result -pf? the iuveltig^tiod. 

!Kow iGdd< Hari is etemaljy -endo^fed >witih 
auspicious ‘attiitetes wbMe^^^^^ is dtfem&Hy 




branded 'tHth imperfection with, limited attri¬ 
butes. What is the meaning of the deletioh of 
opposite attribUteB Of both of these ? It neither 
iheans lack of your intention nor their temperory 
nature. It only means the identity of Jeeva with 
attributelesS Brahma. 

Now we must scrutinise ‘attibuteless 
Brahma.’ He must be either different from or 
identical with ‘Brahma with attribntes.’ If 
identical, Nirguna also becomes saguna. If 
on the other hand Nirguna is different eternally 
from Saguna then Nerguna is ho longer Nirguna,. 

Again rf it is . contended that Brahma is 
naturally attributeless (Nirguna) but beeonieS one 
with attributes, only by imposing: false attributes 
on the pure Brahman, it is only layman’s point 
of view. It cannot stand the discipline of a well 
established: system. For the: Tarkikas suppose 
that the five things ‘Guna, Karma, Samanya, 
Vishesha and Samavaya’ have no Guna in them 
(Nirguna)^ Now* the point at issue is not to refute 
that NirgUnatva of the Tarkikas but only the 
Nirgunatva of Brahma according to the Advaitic 
Goiiception. Guiia is simple attribute or property 
(^#):;of Brahma and not any tecbieal Guna of the 
Vaisheshikas. 
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Thereifoye Ad^aiti, cannot present a rational 
ejcposition of the Nirgunatva of Brahma. Or false 
attributes cannot be conceived to be super 
imposed. For the dictum that Brahma is 
indescribable is already refuted. E ven the Vedic 
statement that describes 

•o' 

Brahma and Nirguna here means * not having 
physical attributes’ that does not deny all attri¬ 
butes. For the statement shows that Brahnia 
is Sakshi, which is explained by Panini as 

In the sense of seer there is the termi¬ 
nation ^fsT. In HTWT^r, 3rr<r has the sign of fe and 
according to the rule of grammar 
«rr5T is dropped. And to ^fJT is joined and then 
it becomes 

If still it is persisted that Brama is Nirguna 
on account of lack of attributes in general, it leads 
to absurdity. Then it is objected that if this 
definition is essential it goes very hard to relate 
the definition to the thing defined. For if the 
^^elation of definition if different from Brahma, 
then it nessecitates the existence of another 
relation to relate it to Brahma, that relation 
again needs another- Thus there is endless 
regress. If on the other hand there is identity 
between the relation and the related, then rela~ 
tionship itself is not justifiedi 
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Then all the three defininitions as sources of 
creation, sustenence, and dissolution become one. 
Therefore all the three mean the same thing and 
there is Tautology. Hence it is necessary to say 
that that which is the cause of creation is 

Brahma. Hence causality is false and super 
imposed. 

Now again the identity propounded by 
Mayavadin is difficult to be explained. It is 
explained according to him by ‘great’ sentences 
like and by subordinate statements like 

jTiff These two kinds of statements 

mention some identity which is coloured with 
some attribute by which it stands divided from 
itself. For describes identity. But is this 

identity one with the consciousness the implied 
secondary meaning of ? or is it different or 
both one and different? Mayavadi accepts the 
first alternative viz identity, is one with the 
consciousness the secondary meaning of cT^. 

But if identity is one with consciousness then 
cannot state it. For consciousness which 
is identical with identity, is self luminous, and 
always stands self expressed and hence does not 
need, the help of the shastras to express it- 

But Mayavadi contends that according to 
himself luminousness is not self expressibleness 



244 

but it is unknowable and' yet fit to be object of 
perception, yet self perceptibility propounded 
by the sliastras stand self contradicted:- 

But Mayavadi contends that identity being 
one with self luminous Chaitanya is self perceptible 
and needs no shastras to propound it. But a 
doubt arises of difference and shastra removes 
that doubt of difference- 

This contention is utterly baseless. For, being 
self-luminous identity ever stands known to 
all and hence there is no scope for the doubt of 
difference to rise up. If to gi ve scope for the doubt 
to rise you allow identity to hidei then Atma 
shall have to forefiet its claim to self luminosity* 
If it is Maya or Avidya that hides this self 
luminosity, then there is no Adhisthana or sub* 
stratum, Atma, for the illusion, and Avidya and 
its function cannot; stand to reason. If Avidy% 
can hide a thing which is consciousness and self 
luminous then Atma also belonging to the samn 
category will not express himself- 

In the case of second alternative of identity 
being different from self luminous Chaitanya' 
Mayavadi denies his own principle- For he is 
an advocate of identity and not difference- 
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Besides identity ‘different from Oliaitanya ig 
false according to Mayavadi’s presuppoaitionv 
Then if identity is false, difference will be true 
Identity and diiference are two contrary things; 
Of these if one is true another is false: There 
eannot be any third state between the two. This 
is the rule. 

In the third alternative the identity is both 
one and different from Chaitauya implied by 
in Then there is the fallacy of infinite 

Regress- 

But infinite Regress, which is able to cut 
at the root of the first thing from which it 
started amounts to fallacy- This infinite Regress 
will not stop the first Bheda either to be produced 
or to be cognised. Hence this is no fallacy. 

Jayateertha says according to the rule that 
‘there is no cognition of a qualified thing till its 
attribute is cognised* the cognition of the first 
ifeheda is not possible. Bor identity is different 
from cum identical with Chaitanya is quali¬ 
fied cognition. The adjective is Bheda bheda 
(difference cum identity). Unless this is known 
the qualified knowledge is not possible. Now 
again Bhedabheda ia an a jectivo and: identity 
is the substantive qualified by it. Hence we must 



first ha^ve tlie Cognition of Bhedabheda. Thus 
for the cognition of the latter Bhedabheda th® 
cognition of the former Bheda bheda is essential* 
So this regress hinders the cognition of the first 
Bhedabheda. Therefore this Regress amounts 
to a fallacy. 

Mayavadin again rallies his borken strength 
and puts forth an argument* Identity though 
identical with chaitanya still maintains itself on 
its own merit. Hence it does not express itself 
by the self illumination of Atma; and hence again 
it needs the aid of Shastra to expose itself. Or 
identity is different cum identical with Chaitanya 
and it does not need another difference cum 
identity; for it can maintain itself on its own 
strength and get through verbal intercourse. 

In this context Raghavendra discusses the 
genuineness of the reading of Mf^eirrcr. This form 
should be and the insertion of the suffix 

^ before the termination is the scribe’s devil 
(mistake) or means ‘expresses itself’. But 

here it should not have this meaning; it should 
mean ‘maintains itself’. Perhaps to show this 
distinction, here the reading of has been 

accepted as the correct form 

Even this argument of the Mayavadi is not 
Bound, For in order to endow identity with the 



power of self maintananoe he must also give it 
the gift of self distinguishing characterististic or 
vishesha. But Mayavadi never accepts a vishesha. 

It is proved now that non acceptance of 
vishesha hinders ‘great statements’ like 
from expressing a coherent meaning. And the 
same difficulty is shown in the case of subordi¬ 
nate statements like afjfer 5r^. Showing that 

the same alternatives of relationship like differ¬ 
ence, identity, difference cum identity, they 
should be exposed as untenable in this statement 
also. 

Mayavadi obdurately sticks to the relation¬ 
ship of identity between Brahma and his attri¬ 
butes like g??, and yet they need not be 
synonyms. Because they have different connotar 
tional meanings. Of these some have more exten¬ 
sive connotations and others have lees extensive 
connotations. The Mayavadins (sqsriit ) 
accept the theory of Bhatta in all secular specu¬ 
lations. The Bhatta’s theory is that a word 
expresses class notion, w? expresses potness. 
Here expresses Hfaca orexistence which is 
more extensive generality. While SfifT expresses 
srraca which is less extensive. These are called at 
and 3T7tvrifers, or accordijig to Naiyayikas .they 
express some attribute' and Brahma with 



these attributes is a coloured Brahma. In these 
two cases these words (?Rzf5nsi*r!f5f3r|r) imply seco¬ 
ndarily the absolute Brahman. 

Now the discussion runs into very fine 
philosophical subtleties. The first attribute 
by implication defines Brahma. If the other 
attribute also implies Brahma with no addi¬ 
tional significance, then it is redundant. If on 
the other hand it adds to the first meaning then 
Brahma would lose his homogeneous unity, 

Mayavadiri persists in his contention and 
continues that though there is no difference 
between the two implied meanings of and sttst 
yet they are used to refute negations of these 
attributes ( srsrracsr ) falsely imposed on 

Brahma. Therefore there is no redundancy- 

Now this contention is squarely opposed. 
This refutation of the negation of and others is 

done as an attribute of Brahma or independently. 
Refutation of the negation as an attibute of 
Brahma cannot be the import of the words ucUfTR. 
Here Madhva says ^ is used 

in the instrumental case. Panini says ‘5t«rucr5r?fi'!ii 
^cftur’. Raghayendra explains this as follows 
fwvraf (thus become) is ‘one that has attained some 
mode’, Instrumental case is used when signifying 
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this. For ejcample (He recog¬ 

nized the teacher hy the presence of the student). 
Here the word student signifies a person who has 
attained the mode of teachership. Therefore 
Panini enjoins instrumental case after the word 
or student. Here also Madhva uses m 

the instrumental case with this very significance. 

is Mifierence* (^?). Mad hav means to say 
that Mayavadin cannot show the negation of 
8Rni5 and others as attributes of Brahma and this 
cannot be pretended to be the purpose of the use 
Here the compound may he dis¬ 
solved as ■5fsr9tf This means instrumential 

is used to show that it is the attribute of some¬ 
thing. Or it may be diss^olved as f 
It is used to express that it is the sign of an attri¬ 
bute of somethi ng- Hence truth is different from 
untruth. This difference from untruth is an attri¬ 
bute of Bramh a because in the import Brahma is 
known as having the attiubute of difference from 
untruth ). And the iiistrumental case is used 
just to show that differnce is the attribute. But 
Mayavadi cannot reasonably argue that difference 
is the attribute. And this ‘difference’ also cannot 
be the purpose. For Brahma which seemed to be 
different from ^untruth’ does not contain 'truth’ 
then he cannot say that ‘Truth’ can distinguish 
Brahlpa from‘Untruth’i 
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Now this BJTT^rw dr difference cannot be the 
essence of Brahma for Brahma is positive in nature 
and is free from any kind of condition and is one 
and indivisible. If this difference is not the nature 
^f Brahma what is the use of attempting to khOW 
it. 


Thus if you do not admit any attributes it 
goes very hard to get any meaning out of the 
great and subordinate statements. To say that 
Brahma is ‘ one devoid of attributes ’ is as self 
contradictory as T am dumb’- For ^one devoid 
of attribute’ is an attribute itself. 

Now to come to the point on hand, Brahma is 
one and indivisible. Even the attributes of 
and others inhere in the Brahma. This will not 
affect its homogenuity. For Brahma has a natural 
power which allows expression of diversity yritll: 
out affecting its oneness. This power is called 
Vishesha which allows the expression of difference 
where there is actually oneness, without affecting 
it. 

This Vishesha is defined as one existing in all 
things. It is the cause of the use of words, not 
synonyms, in respect of a thing which has no difffej 
rence at all. Take for instance the two words 
‘Pot’ and ‘Cloth’. These are not synoiiymM 
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There is difference between pot and clothe Because 
there is really difference between the two. 
Vishesha only characterises difference in the case 
of that ^here there is no difference. 

The eipressicn of pot depends upon‘potness’. 
But Vishesha is hot ‘potness’ because it is not the 
cause of expression of difference. It is only the 
cause of expression of Pot. In ‘the head of Rahu, 
Rahu and head are one and ret they are expre¬ 
ssed as different; and here Vishesha can be the 
cause of expression of difference. Yet here there 
is no Vishesha used to differentiate them. For 
the difference between Rahu and head is only 
formed and not real. The expression must be 
real difference. 

Thus Adwaitavadi was : forced to accept 
Vishesa to get cogent meaning out of Mahavakya 
and Avantaravakya. .In the same manner it is 
not only in respect of Brahiha but in respect of 
all real things every systematist requires a vishesha 
to manage the expression of difference where there 
is real identity. For instance cloth and whiteness 
though cannot be shown seperately and hence one 
and yet they are expressed as different on the 
strength of the natural power of vishesha. 

These Visheshas are infinite in number as the 
things are infinite. And in each they are to be 



found infinite in number, i^s infinite number of 
qualities in each thing are to be shown as different 
from the thing. And there is difference between 
one vishesha and another vishesha. But then no 
new vishesha need be recognised as vishesha is 
antonomous in nature.. The rule to make this 
theory is no other than consistency in presenta¬ 
tion; and the system adopted goes on changing 
so as to suit the new facts found out. Hence 
visheshas are considered as autonomous and 
independent. 

Therefore Brahma possessing iBnumerable 
attributes is said to be one and homogeneous. It 
is all on the strength of the native power called 
Vishesha. Shruti also enjoins us that Brahma 
is one with its attributes and hence admits of 
Visheshas. 

Hence the two definitions of Brahma com¬ 
prising causality of creation and abundance of 
attributes are meaningful and consistent. That 
Brahma is Narayanato be investigated and medi¬ 
tated upon by the aspirant, ambitious of Mukti. 


End of Janmadhikarana 




